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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project ES-1 April 2011 

Executive Summary 

ES.1 Introduction and Background 
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) 
completed the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment (Final EIR/EA) for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project 
in November 2010.  This Final EIR/EA incorporated the Draft EIR/EA by 
reference.  LACMTA is the lead agency in the preparation of the EIR in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The 
EIR’s purpose is to evaluate the social, economic, and environmental issues 
associated with the proposed improvements included in the Wilshire BRT 
Project within the Wilshire Boulevard corridor.  In accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an EA has been prepared as a 
joint document with the EIR.  The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is 
the lead agency for the EA.  The Wilshire BRT Project is funded largely 
through the FTA Very Small Starts Program with local contributions from 
LACMTA and the City of Los Angeles. 

Subsequent to the release of the Final EIR/EA, the LACMTA Board of 
Directors, in its December 2010 meeting, directed staff to study an additional 
alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue.  This alternative is considered a 
refinement to Alternative A and, as such, is referred to in this document as 
Alternative A-1.  In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City 
Council requested that staff also include a second additional alternative that 
would further reduce the length of the bus lanes west of the City of Beverly 
Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from South Park View Street to 
San Vicente Boulevard.  This second additional alternative is a further 
refinement to Alternative A and is referred to in this document as Alternative 
A-2.  It should be noted that LACMTA staff have identified Alternative A-1 as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board. 

This Revised Final EIR/EA focuses on the addition of these refinements to 
Alternative A and changes to the previous responses to comments as a result 
of these additions.  These revisions have been shown in track changes (i.e., all 
additions are presented as underlined text [in red], and all deletions are 
presented as strikethrough text [in red]) in Chapters 3.0, 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0 to 
allow the readers to compare updated information presented in the Draft 
EIR/EA and the previous Final EIR/EA since their publication in June 2010 
and November 2010, respectively.  This Revised Final EIR/EA also provides 
some further clarification and/or simplification of the project components 
within each project alternative. 
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ES.2 Project Goals and Objectives/Purpose and 
Need 
The Wilshire BRT Project is intended to further improve bus passenger travel 
times, service reliability, ridership of the existing Wilshire BRT system, and 
encourage a shift from automobile use to public transit.  When implemented, 
bus passenger travel times are expected to improve by an average of 24%.  Up 
to a 10% mode shift from mixed flow to bus use is projected.  Based on the 
bus travel time improvements and associated ridership increases experienced 
with the Metro Rapid Program to-date, transit ridership along the Wilshire 
corridor is anticipated to increase between 15% and 20%. 

The goals and objectives for the project have been developed from the 
transportation and land use goals and objectives of local and regional 
agencies, including the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, and the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), who serves as the 
regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and are consistent with 
the other transit improvements currently planned in Los Angeles County.  
The following is a list of general project goals and objectives that have been 
developed for the proposed project: 

• Improve bus passenger travel times by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment 
between Valencia Street to the east and Centinela Avenue to the west; 

• Improve bus service reliability by separating buses from the already high 
levels of corridor traffic congestion; 

• Improve traffic flow along Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Repave the curb lanes along damaged portions of Wilshire Boulevard to 
allow their effective use by buses during peak periods and by both buses 
and automobiles during non-peak periods; 

• Encourage shift from automobile use to public transit by continuing to 
attract new transit riders; 

• Improve air quality in Los Angeles County with the reduction in mobile 
source emissions resulting from a mode shift from automobile use to bus 
use; and 

• Minimize impacts to existing on-street parking. 

Another benefit of the Wilshire BRT Project is the increased person-
throughput with bus lanes compared to mixed-flow curb lanes.  Currently, the 
curb lanes can carry a maximum of 800 cars per lane per hour.  With the 
correct average occupancy of 1.32 persons per car, the existing total person 
throughput with cars is 1,056 persons per lane per hour.  When converted to 
bus lanes, the curb lanes would carry approximately 30 buses per lane per 
hour.  The average passenger load is approximately 50 persons per bus 
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during peak hours for the popular Metro Rapid Lines 720, 920 and Local Line 
20 on Wilshire Boulevard.  This would yield 1,500 persons per lane per hour 
for buses in each curbside bus lane.  The person throughput with bus lanes 
(1,500) is, therefore, superior to that of mixed-flow lanes (1,056) during peak 
hours.  This does not incorporate expected increases in bus ridership on 
Wilshire Boulevard after the bus lanes are implemented, which would further 
improve the bus lanes’ person throughput.  Person throughput could 
potentially increase anywhere from 1,725 to 1,800 persons per lane per hour 
for buses in each curbside bus lane. 

ES.3 Project Description 
The proposed project runs through the densely populated mid-western 
portion of the City of Los Angeles, from the western edge of downtown at 
Valencia Street to the east, and to the eastern boundary of the City of Santa 
Monica at Centinela Avenue to the west.  The proposed project spans 
approximately 12.5 miles along Wilshire Boulevard from Valencia Street on 
the east to Centinela Avenue on the west.  Of the 12.5 miles, improvements 
would occur on 9.9 miles of Wilshire Boulevard, and the buses would operate 
in mixed-flow traffic between San Vicente Boulevard and the western 
boundary of the City of Beverly Hills (2.6 miles). 

The Metro Rapid service on Wilshire Boulevard currently operates 
approximately every two minutes during the peak periods and approximately 
every 7 minutes during off peaks.  Service spans from about 4:00 a.m. to 
approximately midnight using specially branded 60-foot, low-floor, articulated 
buses.  In addition, bus priority is provided at every signalized intersection 
along the project corridor as well as branded stations at every stop.  These 
existing attributes of Metro Rapid on Wilshire Boulevard would be 
maintained.  Not only would Metro Rapid further benefit from the 
implementation of bus lanes along the Wilshire corridor but local service 
would benefit as well. 

Metro Rapid peak period average travel times between Wilshire 
Boulevard/Valencia Street and Wilshire Boulevard/Centinela Avenue are 
approximately 51 to 57 minutes in the a.m. and approximately 54 to 71 
minutes in the p.m.  A reduction of 12 to 17 minutes per trip is anticipated 
with the implementation of bus lanes.  The implementation of bus lanes 
would also benefit and improve the local service on Wilshire Boulevard as 
well, which operates approximately 29% slower (on average) than the Metro 
Rapid service during peak hours. 

A variety of activities are proposed along the entire length of the project 
corridor within the City of Los Angeles boundaries (approximately 9.1 miles).  
Most of the existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Los 
Angeles would be “converted” to a bus and right-turn only operation in the 
peak periods (7 a.m. to 9 a.m. and 4 p.m. to 7 p.m.) on weekdays.  In these 
segments, the curb lanes would be repaired or reconstructed, where 
necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus lanes.  In other areas, 
curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to Wilshire Boulevard by 
widening or with the removal of jut-outs.  Upgrades to the transit priority 
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system (TPS) would also be implemented, including (1) addition of bus signal 
priority at intersections with near-side bus stops, (2) increase in maximum 
available time for transit signal priority from 10 percent to 15 percent of the 
traffic signal cycle at minor intersections, and (3) reduction in the number of 
traffic signal recovery cycles from two to one at key intersections along the 
corridor. 

A portion of the project corridor is under County jurisdiction, between 
Veteran Avenue and Federal Avenue (approximately 0.8 mile) near the 
Veterans Administration facilities.  In this area, the project proposes to widen 
Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue, modify 
adjacent sidewalks to a uniform width, traffic lane restriping, adjustments to 
geometrics and traffic signals, signage and markings, and a 470-foot 
extension of an eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard. 

The following improvements are presented in Figure ES-1 below, which 
shows the different segments of Wilshire Boulevard between Valencia Street 
to the east and Centinela Avenue to the west: 

• 9.7 miles of bus lanes from Valencia Street to San Vicente Boulevard (6.1 
miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to Sepulveda 
Boulevard (2.3 miles), and Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue (1.3 
miles); 

• 3.0 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and Fairfax Avenue;  

• Removal of jut-outs and realignment of curbs for bus lanes between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue (1.0 mile); 

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet;  

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor. 
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Figure ES-1.  Proposed Project Plan 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2010. 
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ES.4 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

No Project Alternative 

This alternative is required by Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines and 
by Section 1502.14 of the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and assumes that the proposed project 
would not occur.  Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements 
to 9.9 miles of the Wilshire corridor included under the proposed project 
would not be implemented.  Specifically, the proposed restriping and 
widening of some existing portions of the Wilshire corridor would not occur.  
The No Project Alternative would not include the conversion of existing curb 
lanes to bus lanes in each direction during peak periods; upgrade of the 
existing transit signal priority system; selective street widening; 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes in select areas; and, installation of 
traffic/transit signage and pavement markings, as necessary, to implement 
dedicated peak period bus lanes.  Existing conditions of the Wilshire corridor 
would remain under this alternative.  Consequently, the No Project 
Alternative would not achieve or fulfill any of the goals and objectives of the 
proposed project. 

Alternative A:  Truncated Project Without Jut-Out 
Removal 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal would include 
the development of 8.7 miles of bus lanes from the Wilshire Boulevard/South 
Park View Street intersection to the Wilshire Boulevard/Centinela Avenue 
intersection.  This alternative would reduce the length of the bus lanes to 8.7 
miles from the 9.7 miles under the proposed project.  Additionally, unlike the 
proposed project, this alternative would retain the existing jut-outs between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue (1.0 mile).  The existing traffic lane 
would be converted to a bus lane in each direction between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue.  Under Alternative A, compared to the proposed 
project, an additional 1.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/ resurfacing 
would occur between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard (0.6 miles) 
and between the western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme 
Avenue (1.2 miles).  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no bus lanes 
are implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 10 to 15 minutes in passenger travel time per 
bus trip is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A.  The 
implementation of Alternative A would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard as well, which operates approximately 
29% slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A. 
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The key features of this alternative are summarized from east to west (and 
implemented in both the eastbound and westbound directions), as follows 
and as presented in Figure ES-2 below: 

• 8.7 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard (5.4 miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to 
mid-block Gayley/Veteran Avenue (2.0 miles), and Bonsall Avenue to 
Centinela Avenue (1.3 miles); 

• 4.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard (3.6 miles) and between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles); 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile);  

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet; 

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor. 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA staff recommended adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 
2010, the Board directed staff to study a new alternative that would reduce the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  In addition, on 
February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council directed staff to study a 
second additional alternative that would further reduce the length of the bus 
lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend 
from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  These alternatives 
are considered refinements to Alternative A and are discussed below as 
Alternatives A-1 and A-2. 
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Figure ES-2:  Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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Alternative A-1:  Truncated Project with Reduced 
Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue 

Alternative A-1 – Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue includes the same improvements as 
Alternative A; however, Alternative A-1 proposes 7.7 miles of bus lanes as 
compared to 8.7 miles under Alternative A.  Alternative A-1 reduces the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue.  Similar to Alternative A, an additional 0.6 mile of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing would occur between Fairfax Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard.  Unlike Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would not 
reconstruct the curb lanes and resurface the roadway between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles).  In 
addition to the TPS enhancements under the proposed project and 
Alternative A, this alternative would also include a TPS communication 
system upgrade that would help synchronize the traffic signal progression 
along Wilshire Boulevard, thus reducing potential delay and congestion on 
the corridor.  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no bus lanes are 
implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 9 to 14 minutes in passenger travel time per trip 
is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A-1.  The 
implementation of Alternative A-1 would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard, which operates approximately 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A-1.  The key elements of this refined 
alternative are summarized from east to west, as follows and as presented in 
Figure ES-3 below: 

• 7.7 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard (5.4 miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to 
Comstock Avenue (0.5 mile), Selby Avenue to mid-block Gayley/Veteran 
Avenue (0.5 mile), and Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue (1.3 miles); 

• 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard; 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile); 

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet; 

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS communication system upgrade, TPS enhancements, signage, and 
restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, along the project corridor. 

As discussed above, LACMTA staff have identified this alternative as the 
preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of Alternative A-1 to 
the LACMTA Board. 
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Figure ES-3:  Alternative A-1 – Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 

 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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Alternative A-2:  Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View 
Street to San Vicente Boulevard includes the development of 5.4 miles of bus 
lanes on Wilshire Boulevard east of the City of Beverly Hills, as compared to 
the 9.7 miles developed under the proposed project or 8.7 miles with 
Alternative A.  Alternative A-2 further reduces the length of the bus lanes 
west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from 
South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  Additionally, this 
alternative would retain the existing jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and 
Avenue (1.0 mile).  Similar to the proposed project, 3.6 miles of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing would occur between Western Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard.  Alternative A-2 would also include a design option for up 
to 1.4 miles of additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing from Hoover 
Avenue to Western Avenue (1.4 miles), subject to the availability of funding.  
In addition to the TPS enhancements under the proposed project and 
Alternative A, another design option would include a TPS communication 
system upgrade that would help synchronize the traffic signal progression 
along Wilshire Boulevard, thus reducing potential delay and congestion on 
the corridor.  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no bus lanes are 
implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 6 to 10 minutes in passenger travel time per trip 
is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A-2.  The 
implementation of Alternative A-2 would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard, which operates approximately 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A-2, particularly east of the City of Beverly 
Hills.  The key elements of this refined alternative are summarized from east 
to west, as follows and as presented in Figure ES-4 on the following page: 

• 5.4 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard; 

• 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard; 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile); 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor; and 

• Inclusion of several design options that include (1) 1.4 miles of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between Hoover Street and Western Avenue 
and (2) a TPS communication system upgrade. 
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Figure ES-4:  Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

• 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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Alternative B:  Truncated Project 

Alternative B – Truncated Project includes the development of 8.7 miles of 
bus lanes within the 12.5-mile project corridor, compared to the 9.7 miles of 
bus lanes under the proposed project.  This alternative would reduce the 
length of the bus lanes by 1.0 mile by not implementing the bus lanes from 
Valencia Street to South Park View Street (0.7 mile) and from mid-block 
Gayley Avenue/Veteran Avenue to Sepulveda Boulevard (0.3 mile).  Similar to 
the proposed project, this alternative would remove the jut-outs between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue. 

Although this project would meet the project’s objectives, this alternative is 
not being evaluated further because it would neither avoid nor substantially 
lessen any of the significant and unavoidable effects identified for the 
proposed project.  In addition, there is strong community opposition to the 
removal of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue and 
the associated impacts to access to residential buildings along Wilshire 
Boulevard, on-street parking, and street trees.  As such, this project 
alternative was considered infeasible and eliminated from further analysis in 
this EIR/EA. 

Alternative C:  Mini-Bus Lanes 

The Mini-Bus Lanes Alternative would include a 2.5-mile bus lane compared 
to the 9.7 miles that would be included under the proposed project.  This 
alternative would include bus lanes in selected segments plus street 
improvements and engineering enhancements.  This alternative is not being 
evaluated further because, while it would improve bus travel time through 
several congested locations, it would not substantially improve schedule 
reliability and reduce bus “bunching” due to congested conditions elsewhere 
in the corridor.  One of the goals of the project is to increase transit ridership 
by providing more reliable bus service, and this alternative would not meet 
that goal.  This alternative would also be very difficult to enforce because of 
the intermittent nature of the bus lanes, as well as their short length, and 
would require an intensive enforcement approach.  Additionally, this 
alternative would require physical widening of Wilshire Boulevard within the 
Wilshire Community Plan Area, which the Community Plan prohibits.  As 
such, this project alternative was considered infeasible and eliminated from 
further analysis in this EIR/EA. 

ES.5 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures 
Tables ES-1 and ES-2 provide a summary of the environmental effects that 
would result from implementation of the proposed project, Alternative A, 
Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2, potential mitigation measures, and the 
level of significance of the environmental impacts after implementation of 
the proposed mitigation, as identified in the Draft EIR/EA and in this 
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document for Alternative A-1 and Alternative A-2.  Impacts identified as 
“potentially significant” are considered to be significant impacts under 
CEQA.  In addition to the project impacts under CEQA, Table ES-2 also 
summarizes the environmental impacts identified under the NEPA, as 
identified in Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EA and in this document. 
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Table ES-1:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under CEQA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

T1:  The proposed project would 
result in significant impacts related 
to the exceedance of LOS criteria for 
multiple intersections in both 2012 
and 2020 project years, as identified 
below: 
• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Bl; 
• Barrington Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Veteran Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Veteran Av/Santa Monica Bl ; 
• Westwood Bl/Santa Monica Bl ; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Olympic Bl; 
• Beverly Glen Bl/Olympic Bl; 
• Sepulveda Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Overland Av/Pico Bl; 
• Highland Av/3rd St; 
• Alvarado St/6th St; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl ; 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Highland Av/Wilshire; 
• Fairfax Av/Olympic Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Olympic Bl; 
• Highland Av/Olympic Bl; and 
• Crenshaw Bl/Olympic Bl. 

Alternatives A and A-1 would result 
in significant impacts related to the 
exceedance of LOS criteria for 
multiple intersections in both 2012 
and 2020 project years, as identified 
below: 

Alternative A (19 intersections) 
• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl; 
• Barrington Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Beverly Glen Bl/Wilshire Bl; 
• Veteran Av/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Beverly Glen Bl/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Olympic Bl; 
• Beverly Glen Bl/Olympic Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Highland Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Olympic Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Olympic Bl; 
• Highland Av/Olympic Bl; and 
• Crenshaw Bl/Olympic Bl. 
 
Alternative A-1 (14 intersections) 
• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl; 
• Barrington Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Beverly Glen Bl/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Overland Av/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Olympic Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Olympic Bl; and 
• Crenshaw Bl/Olympic Bl. 
 

Alternative A-2 would result in 
significant impacts related to the 
exceedance of LOS criteria for 
multiple intersections in both 
2012 and 2020 project years.  A 
total of 10 intersections in at least 
one of the project years, as 
identified below: 

• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Overland Av/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Olympic Bl; 
• La Brea Av/Olympic Bl; and 
• Crenshaw Bl/Olympic Bl. 
 

T-1: 
• Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

(not required for Alternative A-2) – The 
traffic signal at this intersection shall be 
modified to include a westbound 
“Protected plus Permitted” phase.  By 
adding a “protected” left‐turn phasing (a 
left‐turn arrow), traffic operations can be 
improved and delay reduced, and the 
project impact at this location would be 
eliminated. 

• Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (not 
required for Alternative A-1 or A-2) – The 
eastbound and westbound bus lanes from 
mid-block Veteran Avenue/Gayley 
Avenue to Sepulveda Boulevard would be 
not be implemented.  By not 
implementing the bus lanes along this 
segment of the project corridor and 
allowing other through vehicles into the 
curb lane, the project impact at this 
location would be eliminated. 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica 
Boulevard (not required for Alternative A-
2) – The southbound approach shall be 
restriped to add a second left-turn lane, 
and the southbound left-turn signal 
phasing shall be modified to “Protected” 
phasing.  By adding a “protected” 
left‐turn phasing, traffic operations can 
be improved and delay reduced, and the 
project impact at this location would be 
eliminated. 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (for 
Alternative A-2 only) – The southbound 
approach shall be re-striped to add a 
second left-turn lane.  An additional 
signal head shall be installed as required. 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Olympic 
Boulevard (not required for Alternative A-
1 or A-2) – The traffic signal shall be 
modified to include a northbound 
“Protected plus Permitted” phase.  By 
adding a “Protected plus Permitted” 
left‐turn phasing (a left‐turn arrow [and 
left turners can also turn on green]) for 
heavy turning movements, traffic 
operations can be improved and delay 

Impacts at 10 of the 18 
significantly impacted 
intersections would be 
reduced to less than 
significant with 
implementation of the 
mitigation measures for 2012 
with-project conditions. 
In addition, impacts at 10 of 
the 19 significantly affected 
intersections would be 
reduced to less than 
significant with 
implementation of the 
mitigation measures for 2020 
with-project conditions. 
The following intersections 
are forecast to remain 
significantly affected because 
no feasible mitigation 
measure could be identified: 
• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl; 
• Veteran Av/  

Santa Monica Bl; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica 

Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Olympic Bl;  
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl;  
• Overland Av/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; and 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl. 
 

Ten of the 19 significantly 
impacted intersections are 
reduced to less-than-
significant levels under 
Alternative A similar to the 
proposed project. 

The following intersections 
are forecast to remain 
significantly impacted in 
either year 2012 or year 2020 
under Alternative A since no 
feasible mitigation measures 
that fully mitigate impacts at 
these intersections could be 
identified: 

• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl; 
• Veteran Av/Santa Monica 

Bl; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica 

Bl; 
• Beverly Glen Bl/ Santa 

Monica Bl;  
• Westwood Bl/Olympic Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; and 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl. 
 
Similarly, 6 of the 14 
significantly impacted 
intersections are reduced to 
less-than-significant levels 
under Alternative A-1 similar 
to the proposed project. 

The following intersections 
are forecast to remain 
significantly impacted in 
either year 2012 or year 2020 
under Alternative A-1 since 
no feasible mitigation 
measures that fully mitigate 
impacts at these intersections 
could be identified: 

• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl; 

Four of the 10 significantly 
impacted intersections are 
reduced to less-than-
significant levels under 
Alternative A-2. 

The following intersections 
are forecast to remain 
significantly impacted in 
either year 2012 or year 2020 
under Alternative A-1 since 
no feasible mitigation 
measures that fully mitigate 
impacts at these intersections 
could be identified: 

• Veteran Av/Sunset Bl; 
• Overland Av/Santa Monica 

Bl; 
• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Overland Av/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; and 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl. 
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Table ES-1:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under CEQA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

reduced, and the project impact at this 
location would be eliminated. 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (not 
required for Alternative A-1 or A-2) – The 
traffic signal shall be modified to include 
eastbound and southbound “Protected 
plus Permitted” phases.  By adding a 
“Protected plus Permitted” left‐turn 
phasing for heavy turning movements, 
traffic operations can be improved and 
delay reduced, and the project impact at 
this location would be eliminated. 

• Highland Avenue/3rd Street (not required 
for Alternative A-1 or A-2) – The traffic 
signal shall be modified to include a 
westbound “Protected plus Permitted” 
phase.  By adding a “Protected plus 
Permitted” left‐turn phasing for heavy 
turning movements, traffic operations 
can be improved and delay reduced, and 
the project impact at this location would 
be eliminated. 

• Alvarado Street/6th Street (not required 
for Alternative A-1 or A-2) – The traffic 
signal shall be modified to include 
eastbound and westbound “Protected 
plus Permitted” phases.  By adding a 
“Protected plus Permitted” left‐turn 
phasing for heavy turning movements, 
traffic operations can be improved and 
delay reduced, and the project impact at 
this location would be eliminated. 

• Highland Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 
(not required for Alternative A-1 or A-2) – 
The traffic signal shall be modified to 
include a westbound “Protected plus 
Permitted” phase.  By adding a “Protected 
plus Permitted” left‐turn phasing for 
heavy turning movements, traffic 
operations can be improved and delay 
reduced, and the project impact at this 
location would be eliminated. 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard The 
traffic signal phasing shall be modified to 
improve efficiency, and an Adaptive 
Traffic Control System (ATCS) shall be 
installed at eight intersections on 
Olympic Boulevard between Fairfax 
Avenue and La Brea Avenue.  The ATCS 
is a personal computer-based program 

• Overland Av/Santa Monica 
Bl; 

• Beverly Glen Bl/ Santa 
Monica Bl;  

• Westwood Bl/Pico Bl; 
• Overland Av/Pico Bl; 
• Fairfax Av/Wilshire Bl; and 
• La Brea Av/Wilshire Bl. 
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Table ES-1:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under CEQA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

that provides a fully responsive method to 
accommodate real-time (actual) traffic 
conditions.  The expected benefit to 
traffic flow is a reduction in the volume-
to-capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.03 at the eight 
upgraded intersections, which 
corresponds to a 7.5 second reduction in 
overall intersection delay. 

• La Brea Avenue/Olympic Boulevard – 
The traffic signal shall be modified to 
include an eastbound “Protected plus 
Permitted” phase.  By adding a “Protected 
plus Permitted” left‐turn phasing for 
heavy turning movements, traffic 
operations can be improved and delay 
reduced, and the project impact at this 
location would be eliminated. 

• Highland Avenue/Olympic Boulevard 
(not required for Alternative A-1 or A-2)– 
The traffic signal shall be modified to 
include a westbound “Protected plus 
Permitted” phase.  By adding a “Protected 
plus Permitted” left‐turn phasing for 
heavy turning movements, traffic 
operations can be improved and delay 
reduced, and the project impact at this 
location would be eliminated. 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 
–ATCS shall be installed at six 
intersections along Olympic Boulevard 
between La Brea Avenue and Crenshaw 
Boulevard.  The expected benefit to traffic 
flow is a reduction in the volume-to-
capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.03 at the six 
upgraded intersections, which 
corresponds to a 7.5 second reduction in 
overall intersection delay. 

No feasible mitigation measures are 
available at the remaining intersections. 

T2:  The proposed project would 
result in less-than-significant 
impacts on local residential streets. 

Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
less-than-significant impacts on 
local residential streets. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

T3:  The removal or restriction of 
parking spaces on Wilshire 
Boulevard would result in less than 
significant impacts. 

The removal or restriction of 
parking spaces on Wilshire 
Boulevard would result in less than 
significant impacts under either 
Alternative A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

T4:  The proposed project would 
result in less-than-significant 

Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
less-than-significant impacts related 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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Table ES-1:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under CEQA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

impacts related to automobile/bus 
transition conflicts. 

to automobile/bus transition 
conflicts. 

T5:  A less-than-significant impact 
would occur related to inadequate 
emergency access. 

A less-than-significant impact 
would occur related to inadequate 
emergency access under Alternative 
A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Air Quality 

AQ1:  The proposed project would 
be consistent with the projections in 
the AQMP, resulting in a less-than-
significant impact. 

Alternative A or A-1 would be 
consistent with the projections in 
the AQMP, resulting in a less-than-
significant impact. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

AQ2:  Criteria pollutant emissions 
for both construction and operation 
of the proposed project would result 
in a less-than-significant regional 
air quality impact. 

Criteria pollutant emissions for 
both construction and operation of 
Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
a less-than-significant regional air 
quality impact. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

AQ3:  The proposed project would 
result in less than significant 
impacts in exposing sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
less than significant impacts in 
exposing sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

Since no physical change would 
occur west of the City of Beverly 
Hills, Alternative A-2 would have 
lesser impacts than the proposed 
project or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

AQ4:  The proposed project would 
result in less than significant odor 
impacts. 

Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
less than significant odor impacts 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A, Alternative A-2 
would result in less than 
significant odor impacts 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

AQ5:  The proposed project would 
result in less than significant 
greenhouse gas emissions impacts. 

Alternative A or A-1 would not 
result in significant greenhouse gas 
emissions impacts. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

Project-related impacts are expected to be 
less than significant because climate change 
would not occur directly from project 
emissions.  Nevertheless, mitigation 
measures to reduce project-related GHG 
emissions by the greatest extent feasible are 
prescribed below: 

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

   
AQ-1:  To the extent applicable and 
practicable, minimize, reuse, and recycle 
construction-related waste. 

AQ-2:  Minimize grading, earth-moving, and 
other energy-intensive construction 
practices. 

AQ-3:  To the extent applicable and 
practicable, replacement trees or landscaping 
shall be provided.  

AQ-4:  To the extent applicable and 
practicable, use solar power or electricity 
from power poles rather than temporary 
diesel power generators. 
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Table ES-1:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under CEQA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

Cultural Resources 

CR1:  A less-than-significant impact 
on archaeological resources would 
occur.  The proposed improvements 
would have no direct or indirect 
impact on archaeological resources, 
particularly the La Brea Tar Pits in 
the project area. 

A less-than-significant impact on 
archaeological resources would 
occur.  The proposed improvements 
would have no direct or indirect 
impact on archaeological resources, 
particularly the La Brea Tar Pits in 
the project area. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

CR2: A less-than-significant impact 
on historic resources would occur.  
Modifications to the sidewalks 
adjacent to historic resources would 
have no direct or indirect impact on 
the characteristics that qualify those 
resources for inclusion in the 
National Register or the California 
Register. 

A less-than-significant impact on 
historic resources would occur.  
Modifications to the sidewalks 
adjacent to historic resources would 
have no direct or indirect impact on 
the characteristics that qualify those 
resources for inclusion in the 
National Register or the California 
Register. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

CR3: A less-than-significant impact 
on paleontological resources would 
occur.  It is anticipated that the 
proposed project would result in no 
direct or indirect impacts on 
paleontological resources. 

A less-than-significant impact on 
paleontological resources would 
occur.  It is anticipated that the 
proposed project would result in no 
direct or indirect impacts on 
paleontological resources. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Noise 

N1:  Exposure to noise levels in 
excess of applicable standards and 
to substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise would be 
considered less than significant.   
 

Noise impacts from construction of 
Alternative A or A-1 are expected to 
be similar to those of the proposed 
project since the same excavation 
and finishing activities for the 
reconstruction of the roadway base 
and the curbs are required for 
Alternative A and A-1 as for the 
proposed project.  The only 
differences are that under 
Alternative A or A-1, there would be 
no jut-out removal activities for 
realignment of the curbs from 
Comstock Avenue to Malcolm 
Avenue and additional 
resurfacing/reconstruction of curb 
lanes between Fairfax Avenue and 
San Vicente Boulevard and between 
the western boundary of the City of 
Beverly Hills to Westholme Avenue 
(Alternative A only) would occur.  
Therefore, construction noise 
impacts would be less along the 
stretch of Wilshire Boulevard 

Noise impacts from construction 
of Alternative A-2 are expected to 
be similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A east of Beverly 
Hills although reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes could 
include the segment from 
Hoover Avenue to Western 
Avenue (subject to funding 
availability).  However, since no 
physical change would occur 
west of the City of Beverly Hills, 
Alternative A-2 would have lesser 
impacts on noise than the 
proposed project or Alternative 
A.  Noise control measures 
(Mitigation Measures N-1 
through N-4) are also 
recommended during 
construction of Alternative A-2 to 
reduce the noise levels to the 
extent practicable in order to 
minimize the impact on nearby 
sensitive receptors. 

Project-related noise impacts are expected to 
be less than significant.  However, since 
construction noise levels would temporarily 
increase, the following mitigation measures 
are included: 

N-1:  To the extent applicable, practicable, and 
feasible, all noise-producing construction 
equipment and vehicles using internal 
combustion engines shall be equipped with 
mufflers, air-inlet silencers where 
appropriate, and any other shrouds, shields, 
or other noise-reducing features in good 
operating condition that meet or exceed 
original factory specification.  Mobile or 
fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders, 
air compressors) may be equipped with 
shrouds and noise control features that are 
readily available for that type of equipment. 

N-2:  To the extent applicable, practicable, and 
feasible, electrically powered equipment 
shall be used instead of pneumatic or 
internal combustion powered equipment. 

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 
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between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue under Alternative 
A and A-1 than under the proposed 
project since the removal of jut-outs 
to create a curb lane would not 
occur.  However, noise impacts 
from the reconstruction of curb 
lanes would be extended under 
Alternative A and Alternative A-1.  
Therefore, noise control measures 
(Mitigation Measures N-1 through 
N-4) are also recommended during 
construction of Alternative A and A-1 
to reduce the noise levels to the 
extent practicable in order to 
minimize the impact on nearby 
sensitive receptors. 

N-3:  The use of noise-producing signals, 
including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, 
shall be for safety warning purposes only. 

N-4:  No project-related public address or 
music system shall be audible at any 
adjacent receptor. 

N2:  The proposed project would 
result in less-than-significant 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise impacts as a 
result of construction activities and 
projected operational conditions. 

Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
less-than-significant groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise 
impacts as a result of construction 
activities and projected operational 
conditions. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Land Use 

LU1:  The proposed project would 
not result in an impact related to 
compatibility with surrounding land 
uses. 

Alternative A or A-1 would not 
result in an impact related to 
compatibility with surrounding land 
uses. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

LU2:  The proposed project would 
not result in an impact related to 
division of an existing 
neighborhood. 

Alternative A or A-1 would not 
result in an impact related to 
division of an existing 
neighborhood. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

LU3:  The proposed project would 
not result in an impact related to 
consistency with applicable plans 
and policies. 

Alternative A or A-1 would not 
result in an impact related to 
consistency with applicable plans 
and policies. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Aesthetics 

A1:  Impacts related to the visual 
character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings may be potentially 
significant.  The removal of jut-outs 
along the segment of the project 
corridor between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue would result 
in the removal of up to 40 magnolia 
street trees.  Similarly, the segment 

Under Alternative A or A-1, the jut-
outs would not be removed between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue, and, therefore, no trees 
would be removed in this area.  
However, Alternatives A and A-1 
would also involve the extension of 
the eastbound left-turn pocket at 
Sepulveda Boulevard and street 

Since no physical change would 
occur west of the City of Beverly 
Hills, Alternative A-2 would have 
lesser impacts on aesthetics than 
the proposed project or 
Alternative A.  No street trees 
would be removed under 
Alternative A-2. 

A-1 (for the proposed project only):  
Wherever physically feasible, trees within 
the existing jut-outs shall be preserved or 
relocated and incorporated into the 
landscape plan where space permits. 

Less than significant. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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of the proposed project, where an 
existing eastbound left-turn pocket 
would be extended and the street 
widened between Bonsall and 
Federal Avenues, would involve the 
removal of a maximum of 30 small 
jacaranda trees between I-405 and 
Federal  Avenue. However, the 
proposed project would comply with 
all local construction standards and 
guidelines, including design 
guidelines for roadways, 
streetscape, and landscaping, and as 
such, would not significantly affect 
the visual integrity of the 
surrounding neighborhood and 
streetscape/landscape along 
Wilshire Boulevard. 

widening between Bonsall and 
Federal Avenues, which would 
affect the existing median, resulting 
in the removal of a number of small 
jacaranda trees.  Alternative A or A-
1 would comply with all local 
construction standards and 
guidelines, including design 
guidelines for roadways, 
streetscape, and landscaping, and as 
such, would not significantly affect 
the visual integrity of the 
surrounding neighborhood and 
streetscape/landscape along 
Wilshire Boulevard. 
A less-than-significant impact 
would occur relative to the visual 
character, integrity, and quality of 
the project corridor under 
Alternative A and A-1. 

Biological Resources 

BR1:  Project operation would not 
create any new impacts related to 
ecologically sensitive areas and 
endangered species beyond existing 
conditions.  Therefore, a less-than-
significant impact related to 
sensitive or special status plant and 
animal species would occur. 

 Alternative A or A-1 would not 
create any new impacts related to 
ecologically sensitive areas and 
endangered species beyond existing 
conditions.  A less-than-significant 
impact related to sensitive or special 
status plant and animal species 
would occur. 

Similar to the proposed project 
or Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

BR2:  The segment of the proposed 
project, where jut-outs are proposed 
to be removed, would involve the 
removal of a maximum of 40 trees 
along Wilshire Boulevard between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue, which may serve as habitat 
for migratory birds.  This may result 
in conflict with state and federal 
laws protecting native birds and 
their active nests.  Similarly, the 
segment of the proposed project, 
where an existing eastbound left-
turn pocket would be extended and 
the street widened between Bonsall 
and Federal Avenues, would involve 
the removal of a maximum of 30 
small jacaranda trees between I-405 
and Federal  Avenue.  However, 

Alternative A or A-1 would avoid 
impacts to existing street trees on 
the jut-out sidewalk areas between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue that have been identified as 
potential migratory bird nesting 
habitat.  Similar to the proposed 
project, the segment of the 
proposed project, where an existing 
eastbound left-turn pocket would be 
extended and the street widened 
between Bonsall and Federal 
Avenues, would involve the removal 
of a maximum of 30 small 
jacaranda trees between I-405 and 
Federal Avenue.  However, these 
trees are ornamental and would not 
provide suitable habitat for 
migratory birds.  Therefore, a less 

Since no physical change would 
occur west of the City of Beverly 
Hills, Alternative A-2 would have 
lesser impacts related to 
migratory birds than the 
proposed project or Alternative 
A.  No street trees would be 
removed under Alternative A-2. 

BR-1 (for the proposed project only):  Prior 
to the typical breeding/nesting season for 
birds (February 1 through September 1), 
trees to be removed as part of the jut-out 
removal between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue shall be netted to prevent 
birds from inhabiting the trees prior to tree 
removal and construction.  

Less than significant. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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these trees are ornamental and 
would not provide suitable habitat 
for migratory birds.  Therefore, no 
impacts related to migratory birds 
are anticipated along this segment. 

than significant impact would occur 
under Alternative A or A-1. 

BR3:  The proposed project would 
remove a maximum of 40 trees 
along Wilshire Boulevard, between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue and a maximum of 30 small 
trees in the median between I-405 
and Federal Avenue.  This would 
potentially conflict with City of Los 
Angeles requirements for the 
preservation or replacement of 
street trees and state and federal 
laws protecting native birds and 
their active nests. 

Alternative A or A-1would avoid 
impacts to existing street trees on the 
jut-out sidewalk areas between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue.  However, similar to the 
proposed project, Alternative A or A-1 
would require the removal of a 
maximum of 30 trees.  Regardless, 
there are no City- or County-protected 
trees within this segment of the 
project corridor.  Therefore, a less 
than significant impact would occur 
under Alternative A or A-1. 

Since no physical change would 
occur west of the City of Beverly 
Hills, Alternative A-2 would have 
lesser impacts than the proposed 
project or Alternative A.  No 
street trees would be removed 
under Alternative A-2. 

Please refer to Mitigation Measures A-1 and 
BR-1 above. 

Less than significant. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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Land Use & Zoning 

The proposed action would be 
consistent with local plans and 
policies identified in the Westlake, 
Wilshire, Westwood, Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades, and West Los 
Angeles Community Plan.  No 
adverse effects would occur. 

Alternative A or A-1 would be 
consistent with local plans and 
policies identified in the Westlake, 
Wilshire, Westwood, Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades, and West Los 
Angeles Community Plan.  No 
adverse effects would occur. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Traffic & Parking 

The proposed action would result in 
unacceptable levels of service and 
exceed local criteria for determining 
traffic impacts at some of the local 
intersections.  Most of the delays 
would be 15 seconds or less, but 
because the intersections are 
already operating at unacceptable 
levels of service, the established 
local threshold is very low.  
However, the proposed action 
would be expected to result in a 
beneficial regional effect on traffic 
through the increased efficiency 
and public utilization of the 
Wilshire BRT system.  Therefore, 
despite any localized traffic impacts 
discussed above, within the larger 
context of the Wilshire corridor and 
the City of Los Angeles, the 
proposed action would not have an 
adverse effect on traffic and 
circulation.  

The proposed action would result in 
the removal of approximately 11 
parking spaces between Valencia 
Street and Fairfax Avenue (a 
distance of approximately 5.5 miles) 
to accommodate larger or relocated 
bus stops for facilitating bus 
movements in and out of stops.  
The removed parking spaces would 
be spread throughout this segment 
of the project, with no more than 
three spaces being removed on any 
single block.  The removed parking 
spaces would have a small effect on 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
unacceptable levels of service and 
exceed local criteria for determining 
traffic impacts at some of the local 
intersections.  However, Alternative 
A or A-1 would be expected to result 
in a beneficial regional effect on 
traffic through the increased 
efficiency and public utilization of 
the Wilshire BRT system.  
Therefore, despite any localized 
traffic impacts discussed above, 
within the larger context of the 
Wilshire corridor and the City of 
Los Angeles, Alternative A or A-1 
would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on traffic and 
circulation. 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 would result in 
the removal of approximately 11 
parking spaces between S. Park 
View Street and Fairfax Avenue (a 
distance of approximately 4.8 miles) 
to accommodate larger or relocated 
bus stops for facilitating bus 
movements in and out of stops.  
The removed parking spaces would 
be spread throughout this segment 
of the project, with no more than 
three spaces being removed on any 
single block.  The removed parking 
spaces would have a small effect on 
parking supply to serve local 
businesses during off-peak hours.  
During peak periods, parking is 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

Mitigation Measure T-1 identified in Table 
ES-1 would be implemented in order to 
avoid or reduce some of the expected 
localized traffic impacts. 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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parking supply to serve local 
businesses during off-peak hours.  
During peak periods, parking is 
prohibited under current 
conditions; as such, the removal of 
these parking spaces would not 
affect parking supply at all. 

In addition to the 11 parking spaces 
discussed above, under the 
proposed action, parking in 
approximately 85 existing on-street 
parking spaces between Selby 
Avenue and Comstock Avenue 
would be prohibited during peak 
hours.  As a result, guests of certain 
residents may be required to either 
park in spaces on adjacent streets 
within a preferential parking district 
or use off-street visitor parking 
spaces.  However, a project’s 
potential impact on parking supply 
is considered a social impact, not an 
environmental impact.  Therefore, 
the removal or restriction of 
parking spaces on Wilshire 
Boulevard would not result in 
adverse effects related to parking. 

prohibited under current 
conditions; as such, the removal of 
these parking spaces would not 
affect parking supply at all. 

Under Alternative A or A-1, parking 
supply would be unchanged 
between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue since jut-outs in 
this area would be retained.  
Therefore, no impact on parking 
would occur in this area. 

Air Quality 

Operation of the proposed action 
would not result in a substantial 
adverse effect related to criteria 
pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 

Operation of Alternative A or A-1 
would not result in a substantial 
adverse effect related to criteria 
pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Planning & Air Quality Conformity 

The proposed action’s operational 
emissions, which include the ozone 
(O3) precursors reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides 
(NOX), meet regional transportation 
conformity determination 
requirements imposed by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA).  In addition, the proposed 
action qualifies for an exemption 
from the requirement to determine 
conformity per 23 CFR 93.126.  As 
such, the proposed action does not 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 qualifies for an 
exemption from the requirement to 
determine conformity per 23 CFR 
93.126.  As such, the project does 
not require a project-level 
conformity analysis. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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require a project-level conformity 
analysis. 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 

No substantial adverse effect related 
to carbon monoxide hotspots would 
occur for any of the study area 
intersection locations under the 
proposed action. 

No substantial adverse effect related 
to carbon monoxide hotspots would 
occur for any of the study area 
intersection locations under 
Alternative A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

During operation of the proposed 
action, it would be expected that a 
beneficial impact on GHG 
emissions would occur due to 
decreased traffic congestion along 
the Wilshire corridor, increased 
efficiency and use of the CNG-
fueled Wilshire BRT, and decreased 
personal vehicle VMTs. 

During operation of Alternative A or 
A-1, it would be expected that a 
beneficial impact on GHG 
emissions would occur due to 
decreased traffic congestion along 
the Wilshire corridor, increased 
efficiency and use of the CNG-
fueled Wilshire BRT, and decreased 
personal vehicle VMTs. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

While no substantial adverse effects 
requiring mitigation would occur under the 
proposed action or Alternative A, the 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 
would reduce project-related GHG 
emissions by the greatest extent feasible. 

Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Historic, Archaeological, & Paleontological Resources 

It is anticipated that the proposed 
action would result in no direct or 
indirect impacts on historic, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources.  Therefore, there would 
be no adverse effects on historic, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources. 

It is anticipated that Alternative A or 
A-1 would result in no direct or 
indirect impacts on historic, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources.  Therefore, there would 
be no adverse effects on historic, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Visual Quality 

Under the proposed action, the 
removal of street trees between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue in the Westwood area may 
adversely affect the visual integrity 
of the surrounding neighborhood 
and streetscape/landscape along 
Wilshire Boulevard.  No adverse 
effects would occur related to light, 
glare and shadows. 

No adverse effects are anticipated 
related to the visual character, 
integrity, and quality of the project 
corridor.  Furthermore, no adverse 
effects related to light, glare and 
shadows would occur. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

Please refer to Mitigation Measure A-1 
above. 

No adverse effects would 
occur after mitigation. 

Not applicable Not applicable. 
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Noise 

Project noise levels are predicted to 
decrease from what they would be 
without the proposed action at most 
locations, and increase only slightly, 
and by no more than 1 dBA at other 
locations. Accordingly, the proposed 
action would not result in long-term 
adverse traffic noise effects on the 
surrounding area.  No adverse 
effects related to operational noise 
would occur under the proposed 
action. 

Project noise levels are predicted to 
decrease from what they would be 
without Alternative A or A-1 at most 
locations, and increase only slightly, 
and by no more than 1 dBA at other 
locations. Accordingly, neither 
Alternative A nor A-1 would result 
in long-term adverse traffic noise 
effects on the surrounding area.  No 
adverse effects related to operational 
noise would occur under Alternative 
A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Vibration 

One of the project elements 
involves the reconstruction and 
smoothing of the roadway surface, 
where it is deteriorated, resulting in 
holes, dips, and bumps.  By 
smoothing these irregular portions 
of Wilshire Boulevard, the proposed 
action would result in a benefit due 
to the net reduction in vibration 
from roadway surface irregularities 
affecting buses along the project 
corridor.  Therefore, no adverse 
effects would occur during 
operation of the proposed action. 

Operational impacts with regards to 
vibration in Alternative A or A-1 are 
similar to those under the proposed 
action. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Land Acquisitions 

The proposed action would not 
require the acquisition of any 
properties or result in the 
displacement of land uses currently 
in the project corridor.  Therefore, 
no impacts related to land 
acquisition, displacement and 
relocation would occur as a result of 
the proposed action. 

Neither Alternative A nor A-1 would 
require the acquisition of any 
properties or result in the 
displacement of land uses currently 
in the project corridor.  Therefore, 
no impacts related to land 
acquisition, displacement and 
relocation would occur as a result of 
Alternative A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Hazardous Materials 

The proposed action would not 
introduce any new hazardous 
materials as part of the operation of 
the proposed action, as the same 
types and numbers of buses would 

Neither Alternative A nor A-1 would 
introduce any new hazardous 
materials as part of project 
operation, as the same types and 
numbers of buses would continue 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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continue to operate along the 
Wilshire corridor.  As such, project 
operation would not create any new 
impacts related to the use of 
hazardous materials beyond 
existing conditions. 

to operate along the Wilshire 
corridor.  As such, project operation 
would not create any new impacts 
related to the use of hazardous 
materials beyond existing 
conditions under Alternative A or A-
1. 

Geology, Soils, Seismicity 

The potential for soil erosion during 
the operation of the proposed action 
is low because the project 
alignment is currently entirely 
paved.  No adverse effects would 
occur related to geology or 
seismicity would occur under the 
proposed action. 

The potential for soil erosion during 
the operation of Alternative A or A-1 
is low because the project alignment 
is currently entirely paved.  No 
adverse effects would occur related 
to geology or seismicity would occur 
under Alternative A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Community Disruption/Environmental Justice 

The proposed action would not 
require acquisition of any 
residential or commercial 
properties.  Furthermore, during 
construction, disruptions to 
electricity, water, gas, and other 
public utilities would not be 
expected since project activities 
would not involve excavation or 
disturbance of subsurface facilities.  
Therefore, it is anticipated that the 
community, including businesses 
and residences, within and adjacent 
to the project corridor would remain 
intact.  In addition, the impacts 
borne by the minority and low-
income communities along the 
project corridor would be similar 
and no greater than impacts borne 
by all populations and populations 
in non-minority communities.  It 
should be noted that minority 
populations may rely on transit 
heavily and, therefore, transit 
improvements as a result of this 
project would be beneficial to these 
communities.  The construction 
and operational impacts of the 
proposed action would not 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 would not 
result in any disproportionately 
high or adverse human health or 
environmental effects along the 
project corridor.  Alternative A or A-
1 would not require acquisition of 
any residential or commercial 
properties.  Furthermore, during 
construction, disruptions to 
electricity, water, gas, and other 
public utilities would not be 
expected since project activities 
would not involve excavation or 
disturbance of subsurface facilities.  
Therefore, it is anticipated that the 
community, including businesses 
and residences, within and adjacent 
to the project corridor would remain 
intact.  Similar to the proposed 
action, the impacts borne by the 
minority and low-income 
communities along the project 
corridor would be similar and no 
greater than impacts borne by all 
populations and populations in non-
minority communities.  The 
construction and operational 
impacts of Alternative A or A-1 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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disproportionately impact minority 
or low-income groups, and, 
therefore, effects related to 
community disruption and 
environmental justice are not 
anticipated.  No adverse effects 
related to community disruption or 
environmental justice would occur 
under the proposed action. 

would not disproportionately impact 
minority or low-income groups, 
and, therefore, effects related to 
community disruption and 
environmental justice are not 
anticipated. 

Public Parkland and Recreation Areas 

Because the proposed action would 
not include a housing component 
and would not add new employees 
to the area, the proposed action 
would not result in any increase in 
the demand on local parks.  Because 
the proposed action would not 
require the acquisition of any 
parkland, or incur temporary or 
constructive “use” pursuant to 
Section 4(f) (see Section 4(f) 
Applicability Evaluation Memo), 
these impacts would not be  
applicable.  Therefore, no adverse 
environmental effects are 
anticipated related to parklands and 
recreational areas. 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 does not 
include a housing component and 
would not add new employees to the 
areas or result in any increase in 
demand on local parks.  No 
parkland would be acquired, and no 
temporary or constructive use 
impacts would occur.  Therefore, no 
adverse environmental effects are 
anticipated related to parklands and 
recreational areas. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Wetlands & Floodplains 

Implementation of the proposed 
action would neither create nor 
contribute to flooding that would 
exceed the storm drain system 
capacity nor impede or redirect 
flood flow.  No adverse impacts 
related to wetlands or floodplains 
would occur under the proposed 
action. 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 would be built 
within the existing Wilshire corridor 
and would not affect any federally 
protected wetlands.  Alternative A or 
A-1 would not contribute to flooding 
that would exceed the storm drain 
system, or impede or redirect flood 
flow, or otherwise increase or alter 
existing conditions related to 
flooding in the area.  No adverse 
impacts related to wetlands or 
floodplains would occur under 
Alternative A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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Table ES-2:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under NEPA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

Water Quality, Navigable Waterways, and Coastal Zones 

Implementation of the proposed 
action would not create any new 
impacts related to water quality 
beyond existing conditions, alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the 
project corridor that would result in 
erosion or siltation, or interfere with 
runoff flow patterns.  No natural 
streams or waterways or navigable 
waterways are located in the project 
corridor that would be considered 
ecologically sensitive or potentially 
harbor endangered species.  
Therefore, adverse environmental  
effects related to water quality, 
navigable waterways, and coastal 
zones are not anticipated with the 
proposed action. 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 would be built 
within the existing Wilshire corridor 
and would not affect existing 
conditions related to water quality, 
navigable waters, or coastal zones.  
No adverse effect would occur 
under Alternative A or A-1. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Ecological Sensitive Areas 

Project operation would not create 
any new impacts related to 
ecologically sensitive areas and 
endangered species beyond existing 
conditions.  Therefore, no adverse 
effects related to sensitive biological 
resources are anticipated to occur.  
However, during project 
construction, there is moderate 
potential for violation of the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
similar laws in the California Fish 
and Game Code protecting native 
birds, if any tree removal or other 
project construction were to occur 
during the nesting season.  The 
segment of the project corridor, 
where jut-outs are proposed to be 
removed, would involve the removal 
of a maximum of 40 magnolia trees 
along Wilshire Boulevard between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue, which may serve as habitat 
for migratory birds.  This may result 
in conflict with state and federal 
laws protecting native birds and 
their active nests. 

No adverse effects related to 
ecologically sensitive resources or 
endangered species are anticipated 
to occur.  Similar to the proposed 
project, the segment of the 
proposed project, where an existing 
eastbound left-turn pocket would be 
extended, would involve the removal 
of a maximum of 30 small 
jacaranda trees between I-405 and 
Federal Avenue.  However, these 
trees are ornamental and would not 
provide suitable habitat for 
migratory birds. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

Please refer to Mitigation Measure BR-1. No adverse effects would 
occur after mitigation. 

Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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Table ES-2:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under NEPA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

In addition, the segment of the 
proposed project, where an existing 
eastbound left-turn pocket would be 
extended, would involve the 
removal of a maximum of 30 small 
jacaranda trees between I-405 and 
Federal Avenue.  However, these 
trees are ornamental and would not 
provide suitable habitat for 
migratory birds. 

Energy Resources 

Based on previous studies related to 
the Los Angeles Metro Rapid 
Demonstration Program, it has 
been determined that with 
improved bus passenger travel 
times and bus service reliability, 
ridership can increase dramatically.  
Accordingly, the proposed action 
would be expected to reduce VMT 
in personal vehicles as the proposed 
action would encourage a shift from 
automobile use to public transit by 
continuing to attract new transit 
riders.  The overall effect of the 
proposed action is expected to result 
in increased use of public 
transportation.  In turn, this would 
result in decreased traffic 
congestion, vehicle idling, thereby 
increasing the transportation 
related energy efficiency within the 
project corridor for both public 
transportation and private vehicle 
use.  Therefore, the proposed action 
would result in less energy 
consumption than baseline 
conditions and, as such, would 
result in a beneficial energy impact. 

Similar to the proposed action, 
Alternative A or A-1 is expected to 
result in increased use of public 
transportation, with a 
corresponding decrease in traffic 
congestion and vehicle idling.  
Increased transportation related 
energy efficiency under Alternative 
A or A-1 would result in less energy 
consumption than baseline 
conditions and, as such, would 
result in a beneficial effect 
(reduction) on energy use. 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Safety and Security 

Implementation of the proposed 
action, which would involve 
improvements to an existing 
transportation corridor already used 
by buses and other vehicles, would 
neither increase the number of 
crimes occurring on LACMTA 

Similar to the proposed action, 
implementation of Alternative A or 
A-1 would neither increase the 
number of crimes occurring on 
LACMTA property or service 
corridor nor substantially change 
the operation of the Wilshire Metro 

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A. 

No mitigation measures are required. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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Table ES-2:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under NEPA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

property or service corridor nor 
substantially change the operation 
of the Wilshire Metro Rapid service.  
Therefore, no adverse effects related 
to safety and security are 
anticipated. 

Rapid service.  Therefore, no 
adverse effects related to safety and 
security are anticipated. 

Construction 

It is anticipated that construction 
work may temporarily reduce the 
capacity of, and cause delays to, the 
traffic flow along Wilshire 
Boulevard.  The City and County of 
Los Angeles would be required to 
prepare and implement a Traffic 
Management Plan, a Worksite 
Traffic Control plan, and a 
Construction Phasing and Staging 
Plan that would best serve the 
mobility and safety needs of the 
motoring public, construction 
workers, businesses, and 
community, as well as facilitate the 
flow of automobile and pedestrian 
traffic during construction.  In 
addition, the proposed action would 
be required to implement a public 
outreach program to mitigate the 
effects of construction on 
businesses by informing customers 
that merchants and other 
businesses are open and to provide 
special access directions, if 
warranted.  Mitigation Measures  
C-1 through C-3 shall be 
implemented to ensure that traffic 
and sidewalk disruptions are 
reduced to a level that would not be 
considered adverse. 

Construction of the proposed action 
would not result in a substantial 
adverse effects related to regional or 
local criteria pollutants or toxic air 
contaminants. 

Similarly, construction noise 
generated by the proposed action 
would be temporary and 
intermittent and would not 

Alternative A or A-1 would have the 
same impacts on land uses 
(including residences, businesses, 
and motorists) along the Wilshire 
corridor during project construction 
as the proposed action. 

It is anticipated that construction 
work may temporarily reduce the 
capacity of, and cause delays to, the 
traffic flow along Wilshire 
Boulevard.  Mitigation Measures  
C-1 through C-3 shall be 
implemented to ensure that traffic 
and sidewalk disruptions are 
reduced to a level that would not be 
considered adverse. 

Construction of Alternative A or A-1 
would not result in a substantial 
adverse effects related to regional or 
local criteria pollutants or toxic air 
contaminants. 

Similarly, construction noise 
generated by the proposed action 
would be temporary and 
intermittent and would not 
substantially threaten public health.   

Similar to the proposed action or 
Alternative A although 
Alternative A-2 would have lesser 
construction impacts since no 
physical change/construction 
would occur west of the City of 
Beverly Hills 

C-1:  The City and County of Los Angeles 
shall prepare a traffic management plan to 
facilitate the flow of traffic during 
construction.  The plan shall include the 
following: 
• Implement diversions/detours to facilitate 

traffic flow throughout the construction 
zones; 

• Implement traffic control devices and 
flagmen/traffic officers, if possible, to 
maintain traffic flow throughout the 
construction zones; and 

• Implement a public outreach/education 
program to inform the public about the 
planned construction process and 
encourage motorists to consider alternate 
travel routes. 

C-2:  The City and County of Los Angeles 
shall develop Worksite Traffic Control plans 
to accommodate required pedestrian and 
traffic movements.  The plan shall include 
the following: 
• Location of any roadway/lane or sidewalk 

closure; 
• Traffic detours and haul routes; 
• Hours of operation; 
• Protective devices and warning signs; and 
• Access to abutting properties. 

C-3:  The City and County of Los Angeles 
shall develop a Construction Phasing and 
Staging Plan to minimize the inconvenience 
to businesses and motorists within the 
construction zones.  The plan shall control 
the impacts of construction in any segment 
by limiting the areas that may be constructed 
at a particular time. 

No adverse effects would 
occur after mitigation. 

No adverse effects would 
occur after mitigation. 

No adverse effects would 
occur after mitigation. 
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Table ES-2:  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Proposed Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2) under NEPA 

Proposed Project Impacts Alternatives A and A-1 Impacts Alternative A-2 Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Proposed Project 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternatives A and A-1 

Significance after Mitigation 
Alternative A-2 Significance 

after Mitigation 

substantially threaten public health.  
Construction activities would not 
occur simultaneously along all 
segments of the project corridor 
and would be of short-duration 
(approximately one to two weeks), 
completed in segment by segment 
intervals (a few blocks at a time).  In 
addition, the proposed action would 
be required to comply with the 
City’s Noise Ordinance, which 
limits construction between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., 
Mondays through Fridays, and 8:00 
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. 
Based on these considerations, 
construction noise effects would not 
be considered substantially adverse 
under NEPA. 
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Chapter 1.0 Introduction 
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) 
completed the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment (Final EIR/EA) for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project 
in November 2010.  This Final EIR/EA incorporated the Draft EIR/EA by 
reference.  LACMTA is the lead agency in the preparation of the EIR in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The 
EIR’s purpose is to evaluate the social, economic, and environmental issues 
associated with the proposed improvements included in the Wilshire BRT 
Project within the Wilshire Boulevard corridor.  In accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an EA has been prepared as a 
joint document with the EIR.  The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is 
the lead agency for the EA.  The Wilshire BRT Project is funded largely 
through the FTA Very Small Starts Program with local contributions from 
LACMTA and the City of Los Angeles. 

Subsequent to the release of the Final EIR/EA, the LACMTA Board of 
Directors, in its December 2010 meeting, directed staff to study an additional 
alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue.  This alternative is considered a 
refinement to Alternative A and, as such, is referred to in this document as 
Alternative A-1.  In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City 
Council requested that staff also include a second additional alternative that 
would further reduce the length of the bus lanes west of the City of Beverly 
Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from South Park View Street to 
San Vicente Boulevard.  This second additional alternative is a further 
refinement to Alternative A and is referred to in this document as Alternative 
A-2. 

This Revised Final EIR/EA focuses on the addition of these refinements to 
Alternative A and changes to the previous responses to comments as a result 
of these additions.  Accordingly, an updated traffic study was prepared by 
Iteris in April 2011 to include the analysis of these additional alternatives as 
requested by the LACMTA Board and the Los Angeles City Council.  The 
analysis also considered the addition of a second northbound and second 
southbound left‐turn lane at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Wilshire Boulevard as a result of the I‐405 HOV Lane Project for year 2020 
conditions; this information became available after the Draft EIR/EA was 
circulated and made available for public review in June 2010.  Consequently, 
some of the traffic data previously shown in the Draft EIR/EA were revised.  
This Revised Final EIR/EA also provides some further clarification and/or 
simplification of the project components within each project alternative.  It 
should be noted that LACMTA staff have identified Alternative A-1 as the 
preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to 
the LACMTA Board. 

Wilshire Boulevard is the most heavily used transit corridor in the County of 
Los Angeles, with over 80,000 bus boardings taking place along the corridor 
each weekday.  In addition to being the most heavily used transit corridor in 
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the County, Wilshire Boulevard has the distinction of having some of the 
highest average daily traffic (ADT) volumes in the City of Los Angeles.  
Approximately 110,000 automobiles pass through the intersections of 
Westwood Boulevard, Gayley Avenue, and Veteran Avenue each weekday in 
the Westwood area.  While ADT volumes are lower along the eastern portion 
of the project area (e.g., the ADT volume at Fairfax Avenue is 62,000), the 
corridor’s average ADT volume is estimated at 80,000.  Moreover, Wilshire 
Boulevard is an important strategic Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor due to 
the following: (1) the Mid-City/Westside segment of Wilshire Boulevard is a 
highly significant origin and/or destination point for trips in southern 
California, especially for transit trips, over 41% of which either originate or 
terminate in the Wilshire corridor; (2) the Wilshire corridor has a 
significantly higher transit mode split (20%) than the City of Los Angeles as a 
whole (8%), and the trend is expected to increase from nearly 2.5 to 2.8 times 
the City mode split; and (3) the Wilshire corridor currently has very high 
internal trip retention (over half of all trips begin and end in the corridor), 
and despite growth in regional trips, the corridor is expected to maintain 
these high internal trip retention percentages. 

With increasing ADT volumes on Wilshire Boulevard, demands for viable 
alternatives to the automobile have increased as congestion continues to slow 
automobile travel.  This same congestion also slows buses, increasing travel 
time, and reducing schedule reliability for transit customers, while increasing 
operating costs for the LACMTA.  Average bus speeds, along with automobile 
speeds, have declined steadily over the past 20 years.  Bus lanes are a key 
component of Bus Rapid Transit and are strongly supported by the FTA.  Bus 
lanes make transit usage more attractive by reducing transit travel times, 
increasing service reliability, and improving safety. 

1.1 Project Goals and Objectives/Purpose and 
Need 
The Wilshire BRT Project is intended to further improve bus passenger travel 
times, service reliability, ridership of the existing Wilshire BRT system, and 
encourage a shift from automobile use to public transit.  When implemented, 
bus passenger travel times are expected to improve by an average of 24%.  Up 
to a 10% mode shift from mixed flow to bus use is projected.  Based on the 
bus travel time improvements and associated ridership increases experienced 
with the Metro Rapid Program to-date, transit ridership along the Wilshire 
corridor is anticipated to increase between 15% and 20%. 

The goals and objectives for the project have been developed from the 
transportation and land use goals and objectives of local and regional 
agencies, including the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, and the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), who serves as the 
regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and are consistent with 
the other transit improvements currently planned in Los Angeles County.  
The following is a list of general project goals and objectives that have been 
developed for the proposed project: 
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• Improve bus passenger travel times by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment 
between Valencia Street to the east and Centinela Avenue to the west; 

• Improve bus service reliability by separating buses from the already high 
levels of corridor traffic congestion; 

• Improve traffic flow along Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Repave the curb lanes along damaged portions of Wilshire Boulevard to 
allow their effective use by buses during peak periods and by both buses 
and automobiles during non-peak periods; 

• Encourage shift from automobile use to public transit by continuing to 
attract new transit riders; 

• Improve air quality in Los Angeles County with the reduction in mobile 
source emissions resulting from a mode shift from automobile use to bus 
use; and 

• Minimize impacts to existing on-street parking. 

Another benefit of the Wilshire BRT Project is the increased person-
throughput with bus lanes compared to mixed-flow curb lanes.  Currently, the 
curb lanes can carry a maximum of 800 cars per lane per hour.  With the 
correct average occupancy of 1.32 persons per car, the existing total person 
throughput with cars is 1,056 persons per lane per hour.  When converted to 
bus lanes, the curb lanes would carry approximately 30 buses per lane per 
hour.  The average passenger load is approximately 50 persons per bus 
during peak hours for the popular Metro Rapid Line 720 and Local Line 20 on 
Wilshire Boulevard.  This would yield 1,500 persons per lane per hour for 
buses in each curbside bus lane.  The person throughput with bus lanes 
(1,500) is, therefore, superior to that of mixed-flow lanes (1,056) during peak 
hours.  This does not incorporate expected increases in bus ridership on 
Wilshire Boulevard after the bus lanes are implemented, which would further 
improve the bus lanes’ person throughput.  Person throughput could 
potentially increase anywhere from 1,725 to 1,800 persons per lane per hour 
for buses in each curbside bus lane. 

1.2 Project Description 
The proposed project runs through the densely populated mid-western 
portion of the City of Los Angeles, from the western edge of downtown at 
Valencia Street to the east, and to the eastern boundary of the City of Santa 
Monica at Centinela Avenue to the west (Figure 1-1).  The proposed project 
spans approximately 12.5 miles along Wilshire Boulevard.  Of the 12.5 miles, 
improvements would occur on 9.9 miles of Wilshire Boulevard, and the buses 
would operate in mixed-flow traffic between San Vicente Boulevard and the 
western boundary of the City of Beverly Hills (2.6 miles).  Figure 1-2 shows 
the project alignment from Valencia Street on the east to Centinela Avenue 
on the west, and Figure 1-3 presents the community plan area boundaries 
along the project corridor. 
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Figure 1-1:  Regional Location 

 

Proposed Project 
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Figure 1-2:  Project Vicinity 
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Figure 1-3:  Jurisdictional Boundaries of Community Planning Areas 
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The Metro Rapid service on Wilshire Boulevard currently operates 
approximately every two minutes during the peak periods and approximately 
every 7 minutes during off peaks.  Service spans from about 4:00 a.m. to 
approximately midnight using specially branded 60-foot, low-floor, articulated 
buses.  In addition, bus priority is provided at every signalized intersection 
along the project corridor as well as branded stations at every stop.  These 
existing attributes of Metro Rapid on Wilshire Boulevard would be 
maintained.  Not only would Metro Rapid further benefit from the 
implementation of bus lanes along the Wilshire corridor but local service 
would benefit as well. 

Metro Rapid peak period average travel times between Wilshire 
Boulevard/Valencia Street and Wilshire Boulevard/Centinela Avenue are 
approximately 51 to 57 minutes in the a.m. and approximately 54 to 71 
minutes in the p.m.  A reduction of 12 to 17 minutes per trip is anticipated 
with the implementation of bus lanes.  The implementation of bus lanes 
would also benefit and improve the local service on Wilshire Boulevard as 
well, which operates approximately 29% slower (on average) than the Metro 
Rapid service during peak hours. 

A variety of activities are proposed along the entire length of the project 
corridor within the City of Los Angeles boundaries (approximately 9.1 miles).  
Most of the existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Los 
Angeles would be “converted” to a bus and right-turn only operation in the 
peak periods (7 a.m. to 9 a.m. and 4 p.m. to 7 p.m.) on weekdays.  In these 
segments, the curb lanes would be repaired or reconstructed, where 
necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus lanes.  In other areas, 
curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to Wilshire Boulevard by 
widening or with the removal of jut-outs.  Upgrades to the transit priority 
system (TPS) would also be implemented, including (1) addition of bus signal 
priority at intersections with near-side bus stops, (2) increase in maximum 
available time for transit signal priority from 10 percent to 15 percent of the 
traffic signal cycle at minor intersections, and (3) reduction in the number of 
traffic signal recovery cycles from two to one at key intersections along the 
corridor. 

A portion of the project corridor is under County jurisdiction, between 
Veteran Avenue and Federal Avenue (approximately 0.8 mile) near the 
Veterans Administration facilities.  In this area, the project proposes to widen 
Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue, modify 
adjacent sidewalks to a uniform width, traffic lane restriping, adjustments to 
geometrics and traffic signals, signage and markings, and a 470-foot 
extension of an eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard. 
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The following improvements are presented in Figure 1-4 below, which shows 
the different segments of Wilshire Boulevard between Valencia Street to the 
east and Centinela Avenue to the west: 

• 9.7 miles of bus lanes from Valencia Street to San Vicente Boulevard (6.1 
miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to Sepulveda 
Boulevard (2.3 miles), and Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue (1.3 
miles); 

• 3.0 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and Fairfax Avenue;  

• Removal of jut-outs and realignment of curbs for bus lanes between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue (1.0 mile); 

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet;  

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor.  

1.3 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

No Project Alternative 

This alternative is required by Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines and 
by Section 1502.14 of the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and assumes that the proposed project 
would not occur.  Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements 
to 9.9 miles of the Wilshire corridor included under the proposed project 
would not be implemented.  Specifically, the proposed restriping and 
widening of some existing portions of the Wilshire corridor would not occur.  
The No Project Alternative would not include the conversion of existing curb 
lanes to bus lanes in each direction during peak periods; upgrade of the 
existing transit signal priority system; selective street widening; 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes in select areas; and, installation of 
traffic/transit signage and pavement markings, as necessary, to implement 
dedicated peak period bus lanes.  Existing conditions of the Wilshire corridor 
would remain under this alternative.  Consequently, the No Project 
Alternative would not achieve or fulfill any of the goals and objectives of the 
proposed project. 
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Figure 1-4:  Proposed Project Plan 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2010. 
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Alternative A:  Truncated Project Without Jut-Out 
Removal 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal would include 
the development of 8.7 miles of bus lanes from the Wilshire Boulevard/South 
Park View Street intersection to the Wilshire Boulevard/Centinela Avenue 
intersection.  This alternative would reduce the length of the bus lanes to 8.7 
miles from the 9.7 miles under the proposed project.  Additionally, unlike the 
proposed project, this alternative would retain the existing jut-outs between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue (1.0 mile).  The existing traffic lane 
would be converted to a bus lane in each direction between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue.  Under Alternative A, compared to the proposed 
project, an additional 1.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/ resurfacing 
would occur between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard (0.6 miles) 
and between the western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme 
Avenue (1.2 miles).  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no bus lanes 
are implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 10 to 15 minutes in passenger travel time per 
bus trip is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A.  The 
implementation of Alternative A would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard as well, which operates approximately 
29% slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A. 

The key features of this alternative are summarized from east to west (and 
implemented in both the eastbound and westbound directions), as follows 
and as presented in Figure 1-5 below: 

• 8.7 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard (5.4 miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to 
mid-block Gayley/Veteran Avenue (2.0 miles), and Bonsall Avenue to 
Centinela Avenue (1.3 miles); 

• 4.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard (3.6 miles) and between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles); 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile);  

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet; 

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor.  
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Figure 1-5:  Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA staff recommended adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 
2010, the Board directed staff to study a new alternative that would reduce the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  In addition, on 
February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council directed staff to study a 
second additional alternative that would further reduce the length of the bus 
lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend 
from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  These alternatives 
are considered refinements to Alternative A and are discussed below as 
Alternatives A-1 and A-2. 

Alternative A-1:  Truncated Project with Reduced 
Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue 

Alternative A-1 – Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue includes the same improvements as 
Alternative A; however, Alternative A-1 proposes 7.7 miles of bus lanes as 
compared to 8.7 miles under Alternative A.  Alternative A-1 reduces the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue.  Similar to Alternative A, an additional 0.6 mile of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing would occur between Fairfax Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard.  Unlike Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would not 
reconstruct the curb lanes and resurface the roadway between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles).  In 
addition to the TPS enhancements described under the proposed project and 
Alternative A, this alternative would also include a TPS communication 
system upgrade that would help synchronize the traffic signal progression 
along Wilshire Boulevard, thus reducing potential delay and congestion on 
the corridor.  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no bus lanes are 
implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic.  

A reduction of approximately 9 to 14 minutes in passenger travel time per trip 
is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A-1.  The 
implementation of Alternative A-1 would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard, which operates approximately 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A-1.  The key elements of this refined 
alternative are summarized from east to west and as presented in Figure 1-6 
below: 
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Figure 1-6:  Alternative A-1 – Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 

 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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• 7.7 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard (5.4 miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to 
Comstock Avenue (0.5 mile), Selby Avenue to mid-block Gayley/Veteran 
Avenue (0.5 mile), and Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue (1.3 miles); 

• 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard; 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile); 

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet; 

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS communication system upgrade, TPS enhancements, signage, and 
restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, along the project corridor. 

As discussed above, LACMTA staff have identified this alternative as the 
preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of Alternative A-1 to 
the LACMTA Board. 

Alternative A-2:  Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View 
Street to San Vicente Boulevard includes the development of 5.4 miles of bus 
lanes on Wilshire Boulevard east of the City of Beverly Hills, as compared to 
the 9.7 miles developed under the proposed project or 8.7 miles with 
Alternative A.  Alternative A-2 further reduces the length of the bus lanes 
west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from 
South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  Additionally, this 
alternative would retain the existing jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and 
Avenue (1.0 mile).  Similar to the proposed project, 3.6 miles of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing would occur between Western Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard.  Alternative A-2 would also include a design option for up 
to 1.4 miles of additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing from Hoover 
Avenue to Western Avenue (1.4 miles), subject to the availability of funding.  
In addition to the TPS enhancements described under the proposed project 
and Alternative A, another design option would include a TPS 
communication system upgrade that would help synchronize the traffic 
signal progression along Wilshire Boulevard, thus reducing potential delay 
and congestion on the corridor.  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no 
bus lanes are implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 6 to 10 minutes in passenger travel time per trip 
is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A-2.  The 
implementation of Alternative A-2 would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard, which operates approximately 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
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Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A-2, particularly east of the City of Beverly 
Hills.  The key elements of this refined alternative are summarized from east 
to west, as follows and as presented in Figure 1-7 on the following page: 

• 5.4 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard; 

• 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard; 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile); 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor; and 

• Inclusion of several design options that include (1) 1.4 miles of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between Hoover Street and Western Avenue 
and (2) a TPS communication system upgrade. 

Alternative B:  Truncated Project 

Alternative B – Truncated Project includes the development of 8.7 miles of 
bus lanes within the 12.5-mile project corridor, compared to the 9.7 miles of 
bus lanes under the proposed project.  This alternative would reduce the 
length of the bus lanes by 1.0 mile by not implementing the bus lanes from 
Valencia Street to South Park View Street (0.7 mile) and from mid-block 
Gayley Avenue/Veteran Avenue to Sepulveda Boulevard (0.3 mile).  Similar to 
the proposed project, this alternative would remove the jut-outs between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue. 

Although this project would meet the project’s objectives, this alternative is 
not being evaluated further because it would neither avoid nor substantially 
lessen any of the significant and unavoidable effects identified for the 
proposed project.  In addition, there is strong community opposition to the 
removal of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue and 
the associated impacts to access to residential buildings along Wilshire 
Boulevard, on-street parking, and street trees.  As such, this project 
alternative was considered infeasible and eliminated from further analysis in 
this EIR/EA. 

Alternative C:  Mini-Bus Lanes 

The Mini-Bus Lanes Alternative would include a 2.5-mile bus lane compared 
to the 9.7 miles that would be included under the proposed project.  This 
alternative would include bus lanes in selected segments plus street 
improvements and engineering enhancements.  This alternative is not being 
evaluated further because, while it would improve bus travel time through 
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Figure 1-7:  Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

• 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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several congested locations, it would not substantially improve schedule 
reliability and reduce bus “bunching” due to congested conditions elsewhere 
in the corridor.  One of the goals of the project is to increase transit ridership 
by providing more reliable bus service, and this alternative would not meet 
that goal.  This alternative would also be very difficult to enforce because of 
the intermittent nature of the bus lanes, as well as their short length, and 
would require an intensive enforcement approach.  Additionally, this 
alternative would require physical widening of Wilshire Boulevard within the 
Wilshire Community Plan Area, which the Community Plan prohibits.  As 
such, this project alternative was considered infeasible and eliminated from 
further analysis in this EIR/EA. 

Comparison of Project Alternatives 

Table 1-1 provides a comparison of the key elements proposed under each of 
the project alternatives and the proposed project. 

Table 1-1:  Comparison of Project Alternatives and the Proposed Project 

Key Project Elements 
Proposed 
Project Alt. A Alt. A-1 Alt. A-2 Alt. B1 Alt. C1 

One-way Travel Time Savings (in minutes) 12 - 17 10 - 15 9 - 14 6 - 10 12 - 17 3 – 4 

Miles of Bus Lanes 9.7 8.7 7.7 5.4 8.7 2.5 

Miles of Curb Lane Reconstruction/Repaving 3.0 4.8 3.6 3.6 - 5.02  3.0 0.0 

Transit Priority System Enhancements 9.1 9.1 9.1 9.1 9.1 0.0 

Jut-Out Removal (Comstock to Malcolm) Yes No No No Yes No 

TPS Communication System Upgrades No No Yes Yes3 No No 
1 Project alternative considered infeasible and eliminated from further analysis in the EIR/EA. 
2 Includes up to 1.4 miles of additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing, subject to availability of funding. 
3 Design Option subject to availability of funding. 

Source: LACMTA, 2011. 

1.4 CEQA/NEPA Environmental Review Process 
In accordance with Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was prepared and distributed to the State Office of 
Planning and Research, responsible and trustee agencies, as well as private 
organizations and individuals that may have an interest in the proposed 
project.  The 30-day public comment period for the NOP commenced on 
September 23, 2009, and ended on October 23, 2009.  The NOP was posted 
with the County Clerk’s office and sent to the State Clearinghouse at the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to officially solicit statewide 
agency participation in determining the scope of the EIR/EA. 
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The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that LACMTA and FTA, 
as lead agencies under CEQA and NEPA, respectively, planned to prepare an 
EIR/EA for the proposed project and solicit guidance on the scope and 
content of the EIR/EA.  During the 30-day public comment period for the 
NOP, four public scoping meetings for the proposed project were held. 

At the completion of the preparation of the environmental document, the 
Draft EIR/EA was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 
45 days from June 10, 2010 through July 26, 2010.  During this period, four 
public hearings were held on the following dates, times, and locations: 

• Westwood Presbyterian Church 
June 21, 2010 
6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
10822 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA  90024 

 
• Good Samaritan Hospital, Moseley-

Salvatori Conference Room 
June 22, 2009 
6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
637 Lucas Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90017 

 

• Wilshire United Methodist Church 
June 29, 2010 
2:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
4350 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90005 
 

• Felicia Mahood Community Center 
June 30, 2010 
6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
11338 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Subsequent to the completion of the public review period, a Final EIR/EA 
was prepared and released in November 2010.  In response to the LACMTA 
Board and the Los Angeles City Council direction, this Final EIR/EA includes 
the comments on the Draft EIR/EA received during the formal public review 
period, responses to those comments, and the additional analyses of the 
refinements to Alternative A (i.e., Alternatives A-1 and A-2).  Prior to approval 
of the proposed project, CEQA also requires the LACMTA Board to adopt 
“findings” with respect to each significant environmental effect identified in 
the EIR/EA (Public Resources Code, Section 21081, and CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15091). 

For each such significant effect, CEQA requires the approving agency to 
reach one or both of the following findings: 

• The project has been altered to avoid or substantially lessen significant 
impacts identified in the EIR; or 

• Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified 
in the final EIR infeasible. 

In the event that LACMTA, as the lead agency under CEQA, concludes that 
the proposed project will result in significant effects, which were identified in 
the EIR/EA but not substantially lessened or avoided by feasible mitigation 
measures and alternatives, the LACMTA Board must adopt a “Statement of 
Overriding Considerations” prior to approval of the proposed project (Public 
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Resources Code, Section 21081, subd. (b), and CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15093).  Such statements are intended, under CEQA, to provide a written 
means by which the lead agency balances in writing the benefits of the 
proposed project and the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts.  
Where the CEQA lead agency concludes that the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable environmental 
impacts, the lead agency may find such impacts “acceptable” and approve the 
project. 

Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, public agencies, 
when approving a project, must also adopt a monitoring and reporting 
program for the changes that were incorporated into the project or made a 
condition of project approval to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment.  The monitoring and reporting program is adopted at the time 
of project approval and must be designed to ensure compliance during 
project implementation.  If LACMTA, as the lead agency, approves the 
proposed project, the LACMTA Board will implement the proposed project 
and mitigation monitoring and reporting program. 

Similarly, prior to approval of the proposed project, NEPA requires FTA to 
review the EA and any public hearing comments and other comments 
received regarding the EA.  If FTA agrees with the applicant's 
recommendations pursuant to the requirements of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (23 CFR Part 771), FTA will prepare a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) incorporating by reference the EA and any other appropriate 
environmental documents.  After a FONSI has been made by FTA, a notice 
will be sent to the State Clearinghouse. 

1.5  Community/Public Outreach Efforts 
As discussed above, the Draft EIR/EA was released for public review on June 
10, 2010, along with the Notice of Intent (NOI) to hold four public hearings 
during the 45-day review period.  The NOI was published in the Los Angeles 
Times and filed with the Los Angeles Clerk. 

Copies of the Draft EIR/EA, which were made available for public review 
between June 10, 2010 and July 26, 2010, were distributed to the following 
libraries and repositories: 

• LACMTA Records Management Center at One Gateway Plaza, Plaza 
Level, in Los Angeles; 

• LACMTA Transportation Library at One Gateway Plaza in Los Angeles; 

• Felipe de Neve Library at 2820 W. 6th Street in Los Angeles; 

• Pio Pico – Koreatown Library at 694 S. Oxford Avenue in Los Angeles; 

• Memorial Library at 4625 W. Olympic Boulevard in Los Angeles; 

• Beverly Hills Public Library at 444 N. Rexford Drive in Beverly Hills; 

• Westwood Library at 1246 Glendon Avenue in Los Angeles; 
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• West Los Angeles Regional Library at 11360 Santa Monica Boulevard in 
Los Angeles; and 

• Donald Bruce Kaufman – Brentwood Library at 11820 San Vicente 
Boulevard in Los Angeles. 

In addition, electronic copies of the document provided in compact discs 
(CDs) were distributed by U.S. certified mail to 46 agencies and 
organizations.  Display ads about the public hearings were published in Our 
Weekly (in English), Garment and Citizen (in Spanish), Downtown News (in 
English), and Korea Times (in Korean) between June 10,, 2010 and June 18, 
2010, and in the on-line version of the Daily Bruin between June 10, 2010 and 
July 10, 2010.  Similarly, copies of the press notice about the release of the 
Draft EIR/EA and the public hearings were sent to a distribution list of over 
60 media organizations. 

Moreover, the Draft EIR/EA and information about the public hearings was 
posted on LACMTA’s website (www.metro.net/wilshire).  Information about 
the release of the Draft EIR/EA and the public hearings was also printed in 
brochure form and distributed widely on Metro buses and trains, as well as 
hand-delivered at key locations in the study area.  The brochures were also 
sent by U.S. mail to 759 addresses in the project’s database.  This same 
information was sent electronically to a list of 867 e-mail addresses in the 
database.  All of these materials included information on how to find the 
Draft EIR/EA, as well as additional information about the Wilshire BRT 
Project, on the project’s website. 

Similarly, the Final EIR/EA was issued on November 12, 2010, and copies 
were distributed to the libraries and repositories identified above.  Electronic 
copies of the document provided in CDs were sent by U.S. certified mail to 10 
agencies and organizations that provided comments on the Draft EIR/EA.  In 
addition, information about the release of the Final EIR/EA, the Planning and 
Programming Committee meeting (held on November 19, 2010), and the 
LACMTA Board Meeting (held on December 9, 2010), was sent electronically 
to the e-mail addresses in the database on three different dates in November 
(November 12, 15, and 22) and on December 6.  All of these e-mails also 
included information on how to find the Final EIR/EA, as well as additional 
information about the Wilshire BRT Project, on the project’s website. 

1.6  Organization of the Revised Final EIR/EA 
This Revised Final EIR/EA reflects the addition of two refinements to 
Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-out Removal ), which occurred 
subsequent to issuance of the Draft EIR/EA in June 2010 and the Final 
EIR/EA in November 2010.  These two refinements, Alternative A-1 
(Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue) and Alternative A-2 (Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard) have been 
described in detail in Section 1.3 above. 
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This Revised Final EIR/EA incorporates by reference those chapters of the 
Draft EIR/EA that did not require any revisions, including the following: 

• Chapter 3.0, Environmental Setting; and 

• Chapter 8.0, References, Organizations, and Persons Consulted. 

The chapters presented in this Revised Final EIR/EA are organized as 
follows: 

• Chapter 1.0 of this document provides an introduction to the project and a 
description of the project alternatives, as well as an overview of the 
environmental review process, the community/public outreach efforts, and 
organization of this Revised Final EIR/EA. 

• Chapter 2.0 of this document provides a list of commenters, including 
public agencies, elected officials, and members of the general public, that 
either oppose or support the project. 

• Chapter 3.0 of this document provides master responses to comments 
received on the Draft EIR/EA.  A summary of the written comments 
received on the Draft EIR/EA and a summary of the verbal testimony 
received at the four public hearings held in June 2010 are also presented 
in this chapter.  All the comment letters and corresponding individual 
responses and additional form letters and comments received on the 
Draft EIR/EA have been included in Appendix A of this Revised Final 
EIR/EA.  The revisions made in this chapter reflect the changes in the 
master responses as a result of the addition of Alternative A-1 and 
Alternative A-2.  These revisions have been shown in track changes (i.e., 
all additions are presented as underlined text [in red], and all deletions are 
presented as strikethrough text [in red]) to allow the readers to compare 
updated responses to comments presented in the previous Final EIR/EA. 

• Chapter 4.0 of this document provides a summary of the CEQA analysis 
of the proposed project, as previously presented in Chapter 4.0 (CEQA 
Environmental Analysis) of the Draft EIR/EA, which remains largely 
unchanged.  Accordingly, this chapter incorporates Chapter 4.0 of the 
Draft EIR/EA by reference. 

• Chapter 5.0 of this document describes and presents the CEQA analysis 
of the No Project Alternative and other alternatives, including Alternatives 
A-1 and A-2, that were considered during the planning process.  It also 
identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  The revisions made 
in this chapter reflect the addition of Alternative A-1 and Alternative A-2 
to Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR/EA.  These revisions have been shown in 
track changes to allow the readers to compare updated information to that 
presented in the Draft EIR/EA. 

• Chapter 6.0 of this document provides a discussion of other CEQA 
considerations, including a discussion of cumulative impacts, a summary 
of significant unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible environmental 
changes, growth-inducing effects, and those impacts that were not found 
to be significant.  The revisions made in this chapter reflect the addition 
of Alternative A-1 and Alternative A-2 to Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR/EA.  
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These revisions have been shown in track changes to allow the readers to 
compare updated information to that presented in the Draft EIR/EA. 

• Chapter 7.0 of this document consists of the Environmental Assessment 
in compliance with NEPA and FTA requirements.  The revisions made in 
this chapter reflect the addition of Alternative A-1 and Alternative A-2 to 
Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EA.  These revisions have been shown in 
track changes to allow the readers to compare updated information to that 
presented in the Draft EIR/EA. 

• Chapter 8.0 of this document presents the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), which includes a list of the mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR/EA.  The MMRP identifies the 
monitoring phase and monitoring agency and the enforcement phase and 
enforcement agency for ensuring that each identified mitigation measure 
is implemented. 

• Chapter 9.0 of this document identifies the preparers of the EIR/EA. 
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Chapter 2.0 List of Commenters 
Table 2-1 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided 
written comment on the Draft EIR/EA to LACMTA during the formal 45-day 
public review period from June 10, 2010 through July 26, 2010. 

This chapter also identifies the individuals who submitted form petitions 
opposing the proposed project and the members of the Bus Riders Union 
(BRU) who expressed their support of the proposed project. 

In addition, Table 2-2 identifies the individuals who provided oral testimony 
at the four public hearings conducted during the 45-day public review period. 

The comment letters, form petitions, transcripts of the public hearings, and 
individual responses to these comments may be found in Appendix A.  As 
shown in the appendix, there were 138 letters, which contained a total of 
approximately 495 individual comments, for which detailed responses were 
prepared.  In addition, the four public hearings were attended by 102 
individuals, 41 of whom gave oral testimony.  These 41 individuals provided a 
total of 59 oral comments, which were also addressed in Appendix A.  
Moreover, 458 forms of opposition from Westwood residents and 253 forms 
of support from the BRU were received during the public review period.  
Lastly, a petition with 51 signatures from the Westwood area residents was 
received. 

Table 2-1.  List of Commenters 

Letter No. Name Name of Agency/Affiliation Appendix A 
Page No. 

State Agencies 

89 Lin, Alan California Department of Transportation 
District 7 

A-393 

County Agencies 

57 Grein, George Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department A-283 

131 Todd, John County of Los Angeles Fire Department A-531 

Local Agencies 

26 CD11 TAC Los Angeles Council District 11 
Transportation Advisory Committee A-109 

35 Dagodag, Tim West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council A-129 

48 Freedman, Jackie Westwood Community Council A-255 

65 Hetz, Matthew Los Angeles Council District 11 
Transportation Commission A-299 

71 Jacobberger, Jeffrey Mid City West Community Council A-327 

77-78 Klein, Raymond Brentwood Community Council A-341 

79 Koretz, Paul City of Los Angeles Council District 5 A-363 

81 Kunz, Aaron City of Beverly Hills A-375 

104 Pope, Bill Los Angeles Council District 11 
Transportation Committee A-447 
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Table 2-1.  List of Commenters (Continued) 

Letter No. Name Name of Agency/Affiliation Page No. 

Local Agencies (Continued) 

113 Rosendahl, Bill City of Los Angeles Council District 11 A-483 

123-124 Sorkin, Michelle City of Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning A-507 

Organizations 

7 Bahadori, Hamid Automobile Club of Southern California A-17 

29 Clarke, Darrell Sierra Club Angeles Chapter A-115 

84 Lantz, Alexis Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition A-383 

92 Matute, Juan Bruins for Traffic Relief A-401 

96 Norton, Hilary FAST A-411 

105 Porchas, Francisca Bus Riders Union A-457 

127 Steva, Erin California Public Interest Research Group A-521 

Associations 

17-18 Brown, Jerome Diplomat Condominium Association A-41 

19-21 Brown, Sandy Holmby-Westwood Property Owners 
Association A-53 

24 Bushnell, Jean Comstock Hills Homeowners Association A-103 

32 Colfax, Annette Brentwood Park Property Owners 
Association A-123 

42 Edelsohn, Charles Comstock Hills Homeowners Association A-151 

55 Goldman, Merril The Grand Homeowners Association A-277 

80 Krell, Marylin South Brentwood Residents Association A-369 

82 La Tour Board La Tour Wilshire Residential Community A-379 

83 Landres, Marcene Comstock Hills Homeowners Association A-381 

97 Nussbaum, Howard and 
Debbie 

Westwood Hills Property Owners 
Association A-415 

107 Reichmann, Jan Comstock Hills Homeowners Association A-463 

108 Rene, Robert Brentwood Homeowners Association A-467 

109 Resnick, Stephen Westwood Homeowners Association A-475 

125-126 Spencer, Carol Comstock Hills Homeowners Association A-515 

Individuals/Others 

1 Adelman, Charles Individual A-3 

2 Alossi, Rich Individual A-7 

3 Alvarez, Rodolfo Individual A-9 

4 Appel, Michele Individual A-11 

5 Astilleros, Elena Individual A-13 

6 Astmann, Jonathan Individual A-15 

8 Baker, Joana Individual A-21 

9 Barboza, David Individual A-23 

10 Barboza, David Individual A-25 

11 Barnard, Ian Individual A-27 
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Table 2-1.  List of Commenters (Continued) 

Letter No. Name Name of Agency/Affiliation Page No. 

Individuals/Others (Continued) 

12 Binder, Lynne Individual A-29 

13 Boukidis, Constance Individual A-31 

14 Braun, Sumiko Individual A-35 

15 Brooks, Christopher and 
Amanda Individuals A-37 

16 Brown, Charlotte Individual A-39 

22 Burns, Marvin Individual A-99 

23 Busby, Richard Individual A-101 

25 Carillo, Daniel Individual A-107 

27 Cerritos, Pinky Individual A-111 

28 Chase, Suzanne Individual A-113 

30 Cohen, Ira and Pat Individuals A-117 

31 Colfax, Ann Individual A-121 

33 Corona, Davin Individual A-125 

34 Coudoux, Chantal Individual A-127 

36 D'Arcangelis, Gwen Individual A-137 

37 De Hart, Brandon Individual A-139 

38 Delshad, Doreen Individual A-141 

39-40 Dorman, Daniel Individual A-143 

41 Drapkin, Allen Individual A-149 

43 Eisenberg, Joseph Individual A-243 

44 Eisenberg, Joyanna Individual A-245 

45 Epstein, Joel Individual A-247 

46 Espiritu, Evyn Individual A-249 

47 Ewing, David Individual A-251 

49 Freedman, Marolyn Individual A-259 

50-53 Friedman, Alexander Individual A-261 

54 Goldman, Eleanor Individual A-275 

56 Gordon, Susan Individual A-281 

58 Hakim, Avi Individual A-285 

59 Hall, John Individual A-287 

60 Hamilton, Alia Individual A-289 

61 Harmetz, Richard Individual A-291 

62 Haro, Katidia Individual A-293 

63 Heidt, John Individual A-295 

64 Henschel, Lisa Individual A-297 

66 Hindman, Dennis Individual A-305 

67 Holtzman, David Individual A-307 

68 Horowitz, David and Lynn Individuals A-321 
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Table 2-1.  List of Commenters (Continued) 

Letter No. Name Name of Agency/Affiliation Page No. 

Individuals/Others (Continued) 

69 Hsieh, Daniel Individual A-323 

70 Ibanez, Tania Individual A-325 

72 Jones, Cliff Individual A-331 

73 Jornacion, Gary Individual A-333 

74 Kaufman, Neal Individual A-335 

75 Kavanagh, Gary Individual A-337 

76 King, Jeff Individual A-339 

85 Laurin, Paul and Bridget Individuals A-385 

86 Lempert, Robert Individual A-387 

87 Leviadin, Bahareh Individual A-389 

88 Lim, Minyoung Individual A-391 

90 Marable, Monte Individual A-397 

91 Marlowe, Paul and Janie Individuals A-399 

93 Moos, Adam Individual A-405 

94 Moreno, John Individual A-407 

95 Moshe, Sina Individual A-409 

98 O'Sullivan, James Individual A-429 

99 Papoutsis, William Individual A-433 

100 Paradise, Mitch Individual A-437 

101 Paster, Jesse Individual A-439 

102 Pfefferman, Richard Individual A-441 

103 Phillips, Bruce Individual A-445 

106 Powell, Derek Individual A-461 

110 Risemberg, Richard Individual A-477 

111 Rodriguez, Raymond Individual A-479 
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Kronos, Donald 34 
Norton, Hilary 36 
Hetz, Mathew 37 

 

78



Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 3-1 April 2011 

Chapter 3.0 Responses to Comments 
This chapter contains a summary of the written comments received on the 
Draft EIR/EA during the 45-day public review period from June 10, 2010 
through July 26, 2010, and a summary of the oral testimony provided at the 
four public hearings conducted on June 21, 22, 29, and 30, 2010 during the 
public review period.  A complete set of written comments and public hearing 
transcripts and written responses to each of the comments is provided in 
Appendix A of this Revised Final EIR/EA.  All revisions to Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIR/EA, which was made available to the public in November 2010, are 
shown in track changes (i.e., all additions are presented as underlined text, 
and all deletions are presented as strikethrough text), starting with the text 
below.  Specifically, these revisions focus on the changes to the previous 
responses to comments as a result of the addition of the refinements to 
Alternative A (i.e., Alternatives A-1 and A-2). 

3.1 Master Responses 
There are numerous comments that address the same issues/topics.  
Accordingly, master responses are provided below.  As appropriate, some of 
the specific responses presented in Appendix A refer to these master 
responses for further discussion and explanation.  Master responses are 
intended to provide a single, consistent response to multiple comments or 
questions that were submitted on the same topic. 

As discussed in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of this revised Final EIR/EA, in 
consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered Alternative A (Truncated Project 
Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative and recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA 
Board meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an 
additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one 
mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood 
Community Plan Area.  This alternative is considered a refinement to 
Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of 
the one-mile reduction in bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue.  In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council 
requested that staff also include a second additional alternative that would 
further reduce the length of the bus lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so 
that the bus lanes would only extend from South Park View Street to San 
Vicente Boulevard.  This second additional alternative is a further refinement 
to Alternative A and is referred to in this document as Alternative A-2.  These 
additional alternatives have been analyzed as part of this Final EIR/EA.  It 
should be noted that LACMTA staff have identified Alternative A-1 as the 
preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to 
the LACMTA Board. 
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Master Response No. 1:  Determination of Study Intersections 

Master Response No. 1 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding how the study intersections were selected.  
The manner in which the study intersections were identified for the project’s 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is described on page 5 of the TIA (Appendix B 
of the Draft EIR/EA).  The study intersections were identified using the 
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) travel demand model.  The RTP model represents 
the distribution of housing, employment, commercial, and educational 
facilities throughout the region, as well as the roadway network that connects 
those facilities.  Prior to the detailed modeling conducted for the impact 
analysis, preliminary traffic model runs were conducted conservatively, 
assuming the loss of one full lane’s capacity (e.g., 33% of the total capacity for 
a segment with three lanes in each direction) along Wilshire Boulevard 
within the project limits due to implementation of the proposed project.  The 
model runs are considered conservative because the existing curb lanes along 
Wilshire Boulevard are not as fully utilized as the adjacent lanes based on 
observed traffic counts, as discussed in Master Response No. 2 on lane 
utilization.  The results of the model runs showed traffic diversion off 
Wilshire Boulevard onto some segments of parallel east‐west corridors.  The 
corridors showing segments with potentially significant increases in traffic 
upon implementation of the project include Sunset Boulevard, Santa Monica 
Boulevard, Olympic Boulevard, Pico Boulevard, 3rd Street, 6th Street, and 8th 
Street.  Intersections connecting segments with potentially significant 
increases in traffic were identified for inclusion in the TIA. 

Intersections in the Cities of Santa Monica and Beverly Hills were considered 
in the same manner as those in the City of Los Angeles.  However, because 
the proposed project does not affect the capacity of streets in those cities, 
minimal traffic diversion was seen on parallel corridors in them.  The 
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard, located in 
the City of Beverly Hills, was included in the study area because of the 
potential for changes in turning movements at this location, as it was thought 
that traffic may shift from Wilshire Boulevard to Santa Monica Boulevard as a 
result of the proposed project.  However, the proposed project was later 
determined to have no significant impact at that location, as discussed in the 
TIA. 

Maps showing the study intersections were presented to the public as part of 
the public presentation at four locations along the project corridor in 
November 2008, prior to the decision to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Report for this project.  In response to a letter from the Comstock Hills 
Homeowners Association, the intersection of Comstock Avenue and Wilshire 
Boulevard was added to the study area.  No comments were received at that 
time requesting inclusion of additional study intersections elsewhere, 
including in Brentwood or elsewhere on Sunset Boulevard. 
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Master Response No. 2:  Determination of Lane Utilization 

Master Response No. 2 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding how lane utilization was determined.  The 
lane utilization procedure was discussed on pages 21 and 25 of the TIA 
(Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EA).  In order to determine the percentage of 
traffic utilizing each travel lane on Wilshire Boulevard, traffic count data was 
collected by observing Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
intersection traffic cameras along various segments of Wilshire Boulevard 
during typical weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) in October 2008.  
Traffic count data per approach lane was collected during a 30-minute 
timeframe in the evening peak period at the following intersections: 

• Alvarado Street/Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Vermont Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; and 

• Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard. 

Utilizing the traffic volumes observed in each approach lane, a Lane 
Utilization Factor was calculated per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
guidelines.  Lane Utilization is a measure of how traffic is distributed per lane 
in multiple lane intersection approaches.  The Lane Utilization Factor is a 
traffic analysis parameter that affects the calculation of the average vehicle 
delay at an intersection, because intersections with uneven utilization (i.e., 
longer queues in certain lanes) will experience greater delay than those with 
even lane utilization. 

The same data that were used to calculate the Lane Utilization Factors were 
used to determine how much capacity would be removed from Wilshire 
Boulevard by the conversion of the curb lane to a bus lane.  The traffic camera 
data were observed, and the volume of traffic in each lane was counted.  For 
traffic in the curb lane, the volume making a right turn at an intersection was 
counted separately from the volume continuing through the intersection.  
Because right-turning vehicles will be permitted to use the bus lane during 
peak hours, the capacity of Wilshire Boulevard that will be removed by the 
implementation of the bus lane is the share of through traffic currently using 
the curb lane.  At the five intersections observed, the share of through traffic 
using the curb lane ranged from 15% to 25%. 

Master Response No. 3:  Development of Future Traffic Forecasts 

Master Response No. 3 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the development of future traffic forecasts 
and the inclusion of development projects.  The development of future traffic 
forecasts is described in detail on pages 24 and 25 of the TIA and in Section 
4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA.  Traffic volume forecasts for year 2012 and 2020 
conditions (without project and with project scenarios) are based upon the 
results of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2008 
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Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) travel demand model.  The model was 
updated and refined specifically for use in this study.  The model represents 
the existing and forecast population and employment in over 4,000 “traffic 
analysis zones” (TAZs) throughout Southern California.  Based on these data 
and on data concerning the capacity and speed of the roadways in the region, 
the model predicts the volume of traffic traveling between every pair of zones, 
and the route it would take.  The model was calibrated to 2008 conditions 
specifically for this project and then used to forecast travel characteristics and 
ridership for the analysis years of 2012 and 2020. 

The model generally includes the total amount of expected population growth 
and development within each TAZ.  It does not represent individual 
development projects but, instead, reflect the total amount of new housing, 
office, and commercial development that would be expected based on market 
trends and overall regional growth.  In some cases, known large projects may 
be pending that would exceed the overall amount of development previously 
expected in a zone.  In conjunction with LADOT, the TAZs in the project area 
were reviewed to identify any zones in which large projects were pending that 
would likely cause the total growth in a TAZ to exceed SCAG’s previous 
forecast.  The five projects listed in Table 5-1 of the TIA were identified.  The 
zones in and around Century City were carefully evaluated, and it was 
determined that the data in the SCAG model appropriately represented the 
expected growth, including known development projects. 

Master Response No. 4:  Differences Between this Project and the 2004-2007 
Bus Lane Demonstration Project in West Los Angeles 

Master Response No. 4 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the differences between this currently 
proposed project and the previous demonstration project implemented by 
LADOT in West Los Angeles.  The demonstration project was markedly 
different from the proposed project in several important aspects.  First, the 
demonstration project created adverse traffic impact along the segment of 
Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Federal Avenue due to 
the conversion of the eastbound mixed-flow curb lane into a bus lane.  The 
loss of the mixed-flow lane created a significant traffic bottle neck and delays 
that extended back from Federal Avenue to Bundy Drive.  In contrast, the 
proposed project would widen the south side of Wilshire Boulevard, between 
Barrington Avenue and Federal Avenue and install the proposed bus lane on 
the roadway gained from the widening.  There would be no reduction in the 
number of the existing mixed-flow lanes.  Consequently, the adverse traffic 
impact of the demonstration project LADOT identified in the May 2005 
report is expected to be eliminated by the proposed roadway widening. 

Secondly, the proposed project would widen the south side of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Bonsall Avenue and restripe this 
segment of Wilshire Boulevard to add the proposed eastbound bus lane.  
There would be no loss of a mixed-flow lane along this segment. 

Thirdly, the proposed project would lengthen the existing eastbound left-turn 
pocket on Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda Boulevard.  It is anticipated that 
this improvement would significantly reduce the eastbound traffic congestion 
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and delay along this segment of Wilshire Boulevard by eliminating the over-
flow of left-turning vehicles onto the adjoining eastbound lanes. 

Lastly, the proposed project includes approximately nine miles of bus lanes 
versus the approximately one-mile demonstration project.  According to 
FTA’s Design and Operational Guidelines for Bus Lanes, the substantial 
increase in the project length should result in reductions in bus travel times 
significant enough to attract new riders to the system. 

These street improvements were proposed as a result of the lessons learned 
from the bus lane demonstration project.  Their implementation should 
eliminate or significantly reduce any traffic impacts in Brentwood related to 
the bus lanes. 

Master Response No. 5:  Access to Residential Buildings along Wilshire 
Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue 

Master Response No. 5 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the impacts of the proposed project on 
access to residential buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock 
Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  Access to residential buildings along Wilshire 
Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue with 
implementation of the proposed project is described in detail on pages 82 and 
83 of the TIA and in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA.  Under the proposed 
project, the jut-outs would be removed between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue, and a new curb lane would be created that would be 
restricted to buses and right-turning vehicles during peak hours only.  In this 
case, passenger and business loading would be prohibited from the curb lane 
during peak hours.  The majority of the buildings in this area have on‐site 
semi‐circular driveways or porte‐cochères that can be used for passenger 
vehicles, taxis, or small deliveries.  Large moving vans that cannot be 
accommodated on‐site would have to arrange loading and unloading during 
off‐peak hours, as is done elsewhere in the City where on‐street peak‐period 
parking is prohibited. 

However, in consideration of comments received during the public review of 
the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  This alternative However, Alternative 
A would involve retention of the jut-outs.  In addition, Alternative A-1 or 
Alternative A-2 would not only result in the retention of the jut-outs but 
would also reduce the length of the bus lanes in this area, and, as such, there 
would be no change to loading zones available to buildings in this area.  
Under Alternative A any one of these alternatives, buses would continue to be 
subject to the speed limit of the street on which they travel.  Speed limits 
would continue to be set consistent with City of Los Angeles standards for 
safe operations, so that the safety of ingress and egress for the residential 
driveways on Wilshire Boulevard would not be affected or be changed as a 
result of implementation of Alternative A, A-1, or A-2.  Vehicles turning into 
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and out of driveways would be permitted to use the curb lane to transition 
into the through lanes. 

Master Response No. 6:  Removal of On-Street Parking 

Master Response No. 6 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the impacts associated with the removal 
of on-street parking currently provided by the jut-outs along Wilshire 
Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  The removal of 
on-street parking with implementation of the proposed project is described in 
detail on pages 83 through 85 of the TIA and in Section 4.1 of the Draft 
EIR/EA.  There are currently a total of 218 metered parking spaces on 
Wilshire Boulevard between Fairfax Avenue and Western Avenue, a distance 
of approximately three miles.  Under both the proposed project, and 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2, approximately 11 parking 
spaces within this area would be permanently removed to accommodate 
larger or relocated bus stops (see Figure 3-1).  The removed parking spaces 
would be spread throughout this segment of the proposed project, with no 
more than three spaces being removed on any single block.  The removed 
parking spaces would have a small effect on parking supply during off‐peak 
hours.  During peak periods, parking is prohibited under current conditions, 
so the removal of these parking spaces would not affect parking supply at all. 

Under the proposed project, the jut-outs would be removed between Malcolm 
Avenue and Comstock Avenue, and a new curb lane would be created that 
would be restricted to buses and right-turning vehicles during peak hours.  In 
this case, approximately 85 existing on‐street parking spaces on Wilshire 
Boulevard between Selby Avenue and Comstock Avenue would be removed 
during peak periods, 53 on the north side of the street and 32 on the south 
side.  Parking supply during off‐peak hours would not be reduced and, in 
fact, would likely be increased because the removal of the jut‐outs would 
create room for additional on‐street parking in the curb lanes. 

As discussed in the TIA and in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA, as a result of 
the peak hour parking restrictions under the proposed project, guests of 
certain residents may be required to either park in spaces on adjacent streets 
within a preferential parking district or use off‐street visitor parking spaces.  
CEQA, however, does not require an analysis of parking adequacy as part of a 
project‘s environmental review process.  A project’s potential impact on 
parking supply is considered a social impact, and an EIR needs to only 
address the secondary physical impacts that could be triggered by a social 
impact (CEQA Guidelines, section 15131(a)).  In other words, the social 
inconvenience of having to search for parking spaces is not an environmental 
impact; however, the secondary effect of a lack of parking on traffic and air 
quality may result in an environmental impact under CEQA.  In this case, the 
potential secondary effects of searching for parking spaces that may result 
from the proposed project are too speculative to determine.  First, an 
adequate supply of guest parking for those who can no longer park on 
Wilshire Boulevard in residential areas may be available on adjacent streets 
within a preferential parking district or in off‐street parking lots of residential 
buildings.  If such parking is available, air quality or traffic impacts associated 
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Figure 3-1:  Proposed On-Street Parking Removal under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, and Alternative A-2 

 

 
Source: LACMTA, 2011. 
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with guest vehicles would be negligible.  Even if such parking is not readily 
available when the proposed project is implemented, drivers would likely, in 
time, adjust their driving routes to find available parking, and the amount of 
resulting air pollution or traffic congestion associated with vehicles searching 
for scarce parking spaces is likely to be short‐term and minimal.  Further, if 
parking is not available, guests may choose to take public transportation 
instead of private vehicles, thus reducing air quality or traffic impacts 
associated with these vehicles.  Regardless, it is impossible to determine with 
reasonable certainty whether secondary physical effects, if any, may result 
from the proposed project.  Therefore, the removal or restriction of parking 
spaces on Wilshire Boulevard would not result in significant impacts on the 
environment. 

Nevertheless, in consideration of comments received during the public review 
of the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  This alternativeBoth Alternatives A-1 
and A-2 would not only result in the retention of the jut-outs but would also 
reduce the length of the bus lanes in this area, and no changes to parking 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue would occur.  Therefore, the 
proposed implementation of the project under either alternative would have 
no impact on parking supply in this area. 

Master Response No. 7:  Request to Include the Segment between Valencia 
Street and South Park View Street in Alternative A 

Master Response No. 7 responds to the comments submitted requesting to 
include the segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in 
Alternative A.  This segment of Wilshire Boulevard has two lanes in each 
direction and no median.  The installation of bus lanes in each direction on 
Wilshire Boulevard in this area would require converting one mixed-flow 
lane, in each direction, into a bus lane, thereby leaving only one mixed-flow 
lane in each direction.  It was concluded that leaving at least two mixed-flow 
lanes was important to allow passenger vehicle traffic to pass each other, as 
necessary. 

Although Alternative A truncates the project at While no bus lanes are 
proposed between Valencia Avenue and South Park View Street, the project 
under Alternative A or A-1 does include TPS enhancements in this area to 
assist in reducing bus delays.   instead of Valencia Street, bus Bus service 
would operate as it and operation would continue as they currently exists 
today.  Bus stops between Valencia Street and South Park View Avenue 
Street, including those at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Alvarado 
Street, would be maintained and would continue to provide bus riders access 
to other modes of transportation. 

Alternative A-2 would also have no bus lanes between Valencia Avenue and 
South Park View Street and west of the City of Beverly Hills.  However, 
similar to Alternatives A and A-1, TPS enhancements are proposed in these 
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segments to assist in reducing bus delays.  In addition, existing bus stops 
along these segments would be maintained and would continue to provide 
bus riders access to other modes of transportation. 

Master Response No. 8:  Request to Exclude the Segment between Comstock 
Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the Proposed Project 

Master Response No. 8 responds to the comments submitted requesting the 
exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue 
from the proposed project.  In the 2002 Final EIR, LACMTA staff concluded 
that the bus lane was not required in the “Condo Canyon” area.  However, 
more recent data collected by LACMTA and LADOT indicate that buses on 
this portion of Wilshire Boulevard do experience delay due to traffic 
congestion at Beverly Glen Boulevard and further west.  As documented in 
the Wilshire Bus Speed Improvement – Stage Two Analysis Memorandum 
(Transportation Management & Design, Inc, February 2007), during the p.m. 
peak hour, buses experience 50 seconds of delay in the eastbound direction 
and 30 seconds of delay in the westbound direction; this memorandum has 
been added to Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EA.  Two goals of the proposed 
project are to improve bus travel times and to improve service reliability.  
Including the “Condo Canyon” segment is critical to achieving these goals: 
bus travel time and reliability would be improved by reducing the variability 
in travel time caused by delays at signalized intersections in this segment. 

Under both the proposed project, and Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or 
Alternative A-2, there would be no significant impacts at the study 
intersections on Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock and Glendon 
Avenues.  As described in the Project Description (Chapter 2 of the Draft 
EIR/EA), under the proposed project, through much of this area, Wilshire 
Boulevard would be widened by the removal of the jut-outs to create an 
additional lane in which buses would travel.  Thus, there would be no 
reduction in the capacity of Wilshire Boulevard to carry private automobiles 
in those areas.  Metro Rapid Lines 720 and 920 would travel primarily in the 
bus lanes and would use the remaining lanes only as needed to pass a bus or 
other vehicle in the bus lanes. 

Nevertheless, in consideration of comments and action taken at the LACMTA 
Board meeting in December 2010, and at the Los Angeles City Council 
meeting in February 2011, in response to West Los Angeles area residents, 
staff were directed to study two additional alternatives (Alternative A-1 – 
Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue and Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard) that would 
(1) reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area and (2) reduce 
the length of the bus lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus 
lanes would only extend from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard.  It should be noted that LACMTA staff have identified Alternative 
A-1 as the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board. 
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Master Response No. 9:  Applicability of the 2002 Final EIR or the 2001 
Traffic Study to the Proposed Project 

Master Response No. 9 responds to the comments referencing the findings of 
the 2002 Final EIR of the 2001 Traffic Study prepared for the Mid-
City/Westside Transit Corridor Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, which 
was a substantially different project than what is being proposed today.  The 
project of 2002 extended from Wilshire Boulevard/Western Avenue to the 
City of Santa Monica city line and included such components as parking 
facilities at Wilshire Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard and Wilshire 
Boulevard/Crenshaw Boulevard; an expanded bus maintenance facility; and 
enhanced station areas, including landscaping, public art, and bicycle 
facilities.  It also included new higher capacity bus transit vehicles that 
LACMTA has since implemented, which are not part of the currently 
proposed project.  The project evaluated in 2002 also included peak period 
curbside bus lanes in the City of Beverly Hills and excluded the segment of 
Wilshire Boulevard between Selby Avenue and Comstock Avenue.  The 
direction at that time was to proceed with a demonstration bus lane in West 
Los Angeles and then implement the full project if supported by the local 
jurisdictions.  The City of Beverly Hills support was conditional upon support 
by the City of Los Angeles.  In April 2007, the Los Angeles City Council 
directed the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) to work 
with LACMTA to implement peak period end-to-end bus lanes.  They also 
directed LADOT to remove the peak period bus lanes between Barrington 
Avenue and Centinela Avenue and restore them in coordination with the 
implementation of end-to-end bus lanes. 

The Wilshire BRT Project currently being evaluated includes the segment of 
Wilshire Boulevard between Veteran Avenue and Comstock Avenue and 
excludes the City of Beverly Hills at this time.  Please see Master Response 
No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment of Wilshire Boulevard between 
Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue and Master Response No. 17 
regarding the non-participation of the City of Beverly Hills.  In addition, the 
current project includes widening the south side of Wilshire Boulevard 
between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue to add an eastbound bus 
lane, thereby resulting in no loss of a mixed-flow lane along this segment.  
The current project also proposes to lengthen the existing eastbound left-turn 
pocket on Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda Boulevard.  It is anticipated that 
this improvement would significantly reduce the eastbound traffic congestion 
and delay along this segment by eliminating the over-flow of left-turning 
vehicles into the adjoining eastbound lanes. 

In the eight years since the evaluation of the Mid-City/Westside Transit 
Corridor Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project of 2002 was completed, 
traffic conditions and patterns may have changed and new developments may 
have occurred.  Transit projects, such as the currently proposed project, 
should be evaluated using the most recent and accurate data.  LADOT Traffic 
Study guidelines specify that traffic counts used for the study should be no 
more than two years old.  Also, each study must be done using the best 
estimate of what the future will be.  The 2002 study was done using a Base 
Year of 1998 and SCAG’s RTP 1997 based projections for future growth.  The 
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current study was performed using a more recent Base Year of 2008 and RTP 
2008 projections for future growth. 

Master Response No. 10:  Anticipated Shift of Riders from Automobiles to 
Public Transit 

Master Response No. 10 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the anticipated shift of riders from 
automobiles to public transit.  Based on the implementation of the 
Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, with bus travel times reduced by 
29% and transit ridership up by as much as 40%, it is believed that further 
improvements in bus travel times and ridership can be made with the 
implementation of bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard.  A before-and-after 
passenger survey conducted in September 2000 on the Wilshire/Whittier 
Metro Rapid found that 20% of the riders surveyed either did not make this 
trip previously or used a non-transit mode.  In an independent Metro Rapid 
Market Assessment (June 2004) prepared for the California Department of 
Transportation by TDA, Incorporated and Ryan Snyder Associates, passenger 
surveys showed that Metro Rapid had succeeded in attracting new riders.  
Two of the factors most appealing to new riders were the shorter trip times 
and greater reliability.  Of these new riders, twice as many of them had access 
to automobiles as previous riders.  The study concluded that Metro Rapid 
appeared to appeal to riders who could have made the trip by car.  One of the 
key goals of the proposed project is to improve overall service reliability.  
When people not only get a faster ride but can rely on that same fast ride 
consistently, more people will be encouraged to take public transit.  Bus lanes 
make transit usage more attractive by reducing transit travel times, increasing 
service reliability, and improving safety.  Based on the travel time 
improvements and associated ridership increases experienced with the Metro 
Rapid Program to date, transit ridership along the Wilshire corridor is 
anticipated to increase between 15% and 20%. 

Master Response No. 11:  Removal of Street Trees 

Master Response No. 11 responds to the comments submitted expressing 
opposition to the removal of street trees along Wilshire Boulevard in the 
Westwood area.  The project, as currently proposed, would result in the 
removal of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  
Mitigation Measure A-1 states that, wherever feasible, trees within the 
existing jut-outs and median be preserved or relocated and incorporated into 
the landscape plan where space permits.  Most of this segment of Wilshire 
Boulevard after the removal of the jut-outs would maintain a narrow parkway 
similar to what currently exists in areas where there are no jut-outs.  
LACMTA would maximize the use of the parkway to incorporate replacement 
trees to minimize the effects of tree removal associated with the jut-out 
removal. 

However, in consideration of comments received during the public review of 
the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los 
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Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  However, Alternative A-1 or 
Alternative A-2 This alternative would result in the retention of the jut-outs 
and, as such, would not result in the removal of the mature trees along this 
segment of Wilshire Boulevard.  Furthermore, Alternative A-2 would reduce 
the length of the bus lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus 
lanes would only extend from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard.  Accordingly, since Alternative A-2 would not involve any activities 
related to the implementation of bus lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills 
(i.e., no street widening or extension of the eastbound left-turn pocket at 
Sepulveda Boulevard), this alternative would not affect the existing median 
and would not result in the removal of a number of small jacaranda trees 
along this segment of Wilshire Boulevard. 

Master Response No. 12:  Bus Speeds between Comstock Avenue and 
Westwood Boulevard 

Master Response No. 12 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the bus speeds between Comstock 
Avenue and Westwood Avenue.  Metro Rapid Line 720 has an average peak 
period speed of approximately 16.5 mph within this segment.  This average is 
well below the posted speed limit of 35 mph.  Therefore, buses are 
experiencing delay within this area.  The implementation of bus lanes on 
Wilshire Boulevard would not only help reduce bus travel times but, more 
importantly, the improved travel times would remain relatively constant over 
time due to the bus lanes’ separation from mixed-flow traffic.  The bus lanes 
would also benefit Local Line 20, which currently operates 29% slower (on 
average) than the Metro Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  With the 
implementation of bus lanes, buses could operate at or close to the posted 
speed limits. 

Bus lanes are a key component of Bus Rapid Transit.  The implementation of 
bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard, as with Alternative A, would not only help 
improve passenger travel times but, more importantly, the improved travel 
times would remain relatively constant over time due to the bus lanes’ 
separation from mixed-flow traffic.  The bus lanes would also benefit Local 
Line 20, which currently operates 29% slower (on average) than the Metro 
Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where 
no bus lanes are implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow 
traffic and thus, have similar speeds as traffic.  However, the TPS 
enhancements proposed under all the alternatives will help further reduce 
delays at intersections for the buses. 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A (Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, 
LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to 
the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles 
County Board of Supervisors.  This alternative would result in the retention of 
the jut-outs.  Bus lanes are a key component of Bus Rapid Transit and would 
help improve passenger travel times through this segment, reduce delay at 
intersections for the buses, and improve service reliability for both the Metro 
Rapid and local Wilshire service. 

90



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 3.0 Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 3-13 April 2011 

Master Response No. 13:  Cut-Through Traffic in Adjacent Residential Areas 

Master Response No. 13 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the impacts of the proposed project on 
adjacent residential areas as a result of cut-through traffic.  The Draft EIR/EA 
and the TIA analyzed potential residential street impacts.  Because all study 
intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the area between Comstock and 
Glendon Avenues are expected to continue to operate at Level of Service D, 
there is little reason to expect that traffic would use parallel residential streets 
as an alternative to Wilshire Boulevard. 

Master Response No. 14:  Pedestrian Safety 

Master Response No. 14 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the impacts of the proposed project on 
pedestrian safety due to increased bus speeds.  The safety of pedestrians 
crossing Wilshire Boulevard at Comstock Avenue and at Beverly Glen 
Boulevard would not be jeopardized, as the traffic signals at these locations 
would continue to provide pedestrian crossing time consistent with City of 
Los Angeles standards.  The safety of cyclists would not be reduced, as lane 
widths would be no less than they are under existing conditions.  Buses and 
other vehicles should continue to pass cyclists only when it is safe to do so.  
Bus speeds would not pose a danger, as buses would continue to be subject to 
the speed limit of the street on which they travel.  Speed limits would 
continue to be set consistent with City of Los Angeles standards for safe 
operations. 

Master Response No. 15:  Impacts of Bus Speeds on Churches and Schools 

Master Response No. 15 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
questions regarding the impacts of the proposed project on churches and 
schools along Wilshire Boulevard as a result of increased bus speeds.  Bus 
speeds would not pose a danger to churches, schools, and other sensitive uses 
along Wilshire Boulevard as buses would continue to be subject to the speed 
limit of the street on which they travel.  Speed limits would continue to be set 
consistent with City of Los Angeles standards for safe operations.  Under the 
proposed project, schools and day‐care facilities in the jut‐out area that may 
currently utilize the public right‐of‐way for vehicular queuing during peak 
hours would have to accommodate queuing for student drop‐off and pick‐up 
on‐site.  The City generally does not permit such facilities to use the public 
rights‐of‐way for queuing.  Under Alternative A, A-1, or Alternative A-2, the 
jut-outs would remain where they currently exist, and there would be no 
change to the drop-off areas available to facilities in this area. 

Master Response No. 16:  Reducing the Number of Mixed-Flow Lanes 
Creating Backups from Beverly Hills to Comstock Avenue 

Master Response No. 16 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding traffic flow from Beverly Hills and the 
impacts of reducing the number of mixed-flow lanes that would create 
backups from Beverly Hills to Comstock Avenue.  Westbound traffic on Santa 
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Monica Boulevard coming out of Beverly Hills moves from a segment with 
two lanes in each direction (in Beverly Hills) to one with three lanes in each 
direction (in Los Angeles).  Traffic flow generally improves at this point, and 
there is little motivation for these drivers to seek alternative routes through 
the residential neighborhoods to the north.  Under the proposed project, 
Alternative A, and Alternative A-1, On on Wilshire Boulevard between the 
City of Beverly Hills and Comstock Avenue, the transition from three lanes to 
two lanes in the westbound direction would take place through the Los 
Angeles Country Club, prior to Comstock Avenue.  Under Alternative A-2, no 
transition in mixed-flow lanes would occur since the bus lanes would not be 
constructed west of the City of Beverly Hills. 

West of Comstock Avenue, the proposed project and the project alternatives 
would result in different configurations.  Under the proposed project, the jut-
outs would be removed between Malcolm Avenue and Comstock Avenue, and 
a new curb lane would be created that would be restricted to buses and right-
turning vehicles during peak hours.  In this case, there would be the addition 
of a westbound lane at Comstock Avenue, so there would also be no resulting 
in improved traffic flow on Wilshire Boulevard, which would reduce the 
motivation for traffic to divert onto Comstock Avenue.  However, in 
consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A (Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, 
LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to 
the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles 
County Board of Supervisors.   

This alternative Alternative A would result in the retention of the jut-outs, but 
would convert a mixed-flow lane to a bus lane, resulting in and Wilshire 
Boulevard would have having two lanes in each direction available to 
automobile traffic through the "Condo Canyon" this area during the peak 
hours.  In this case, there would be no the reduction in the number of mixed-
flow lanes (from three lanes to two lanes) would commence around the Los 
Angeles Country Club (Los Angeles/Beverly Hills border) commencing at 
Comstock Avenue, so there would be no motivation for traffic to divert onto 
Comstock Avenue.  However, at Comstock Avenue in the westbound 
direction, there would be no change in the number of mixed-flow lanes and, 
thus, no change in the motivation for traffic to divert onto Comstock Avenue. 

Similar to Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would result in the retention of the 
jut-outs but would not construct a bus lane in this area.  Accordingly, 
Wilshire Boulevard would have three lanes in each direction available to 
automobile traffic through this area.  In this case, there would be no 
reduction in the number of mixed flow lanes at Comstock Avenue and, thus, 
no change in the motivation for traffic to divert onto Comstock Avenue. 

Alternative A-2 would result in the retention of the jut-outs, and Wilshire 
Boulevard would have three lanes in each direction available to automobile 
traffic through this area.  Alternative A-2 would reduce the length of the bus 
lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend 
from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  Accordingly, there 
would be no change in the number of mixed-flow lanes west of the City of 
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Beverly Hills and, thus, no change in the motivation for traffic to divert onto 
Comstock Avenue. 

Master Response No. 17:  Non-Participation by the Cities of Beverly Hills and 
Santa Monica 

Master Response No. 17 responds to the comments submitted questioning 
the non-participation of the Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica in the 
implementation of the proposed project.  The two cities of Beverly Hills and 
Santa Monica did not refuse to participate in the Wilshire BRT Project.  
LACMTA did not have a commitment from the City of Beverly Hills at the 
time the Federal Very Small Starts application for the project was due.  In 
addition, the City of Beverly Hills has always taken a “wait and see” approach.  
When transit signal priority was first implemented on the Wilshire/Whittier 
Metro Rapid in June 2000, the City of Beverly Hills chose to wait and see how 
it worked first in the City of Los Angeles before committing.  The City of 
Beverly Hills now has transit signal priority along each of the Metro Rapid 
lines operating within their city.  Bus lane discussions with the City of Beverly 
Hills have taken place and will continue.  However, they are not a part of this 
particular project at this time.  The City of Santa Monica was not included as 
part of this project because it includes the tail end of the corridor 
(approximately 2.5miles), where passenger demand drops off. 

Master Response No. 18:  Increased Noise and Vibration Impacts from Buses 
Running Closer to Residential Structures 

Master Response No. 18 responds to the comments submitted seeking 
clarification or questions regarding the noise and vibration impacts of the 
proposed project on residential structures upon removal of the jut-outs along 
Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  In 
response to comments received on the Draft EIR/EA, additional noise 
modeling was conducted to determine the increase in noise levels associated 
with the removal of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue in Westwood.  The analysis in the Draft EIR/EA assumed an average 
source/receiver distance of 30 feet (curb to receptor); the additional analysis 
assumed an average source/receiver distance of 18 feet, which represents the 
worst-case scenario since most of the residential buildings would remain set 
back from Wilshire Boulevard even with the jut-out removal.  The results of 
the modeling indicate that the difference in noise levels at the receiver located 
approximately 18 feet from the curb would be about 0.2 dB, which would not 
be an audible change in overall traffic noise levels.  The overall change in 
hourly and daily average noise levels would be very small because bus pass-
bys only constitute a portion of the overall traffic noise. 

However, in consideration of comments received during the public review of 
the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  However, Alternative A, Alternative A-
1, or Alternative A-2 This alternative would result in the retention of the jut-
outs and, as such, would not result in a perceptible change in overall traffic 
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noise and vibration levels.  In particular, either Alternative A-1 or Alternative 
A-2 would have no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, 
and, as such, traffic noise would not change in this segment of Wilshire 
Boulevard with the implementation of the project. 

3.13.2 Written Comments 
The written comments and corresponding responses, which were previously 
presented in this section, have been moved to Appendix A of this Revised 
Final EIR/EA.  These written comments were have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by commenter.  Each letter is was identified by a number, 
and each relevant comment within the letter is was also assigned a number.  
The responses to each of these comments followed each comment letter and 
are were numbered correspondingly (i.e., response to the first comment in 
Letter 1 is numbered Response to Comment No. 1-1, response to the second 
comment in Letter 1 is Response to Comment No. 1-2, etc.).  A list of 
commenters who provided written responses is shown in Table 2-1 of this 
Revised Final EIR/EA.  The primary comments made by these commenters 
generally reflect the issues addressed above (see Section 3.1, Master 
Responses). 

3.23.3 Oral Testimony at the Public Hearings 
The transcript for each of the public hearings, which was previously are 
provided in this section, has been moved to Appendix A of this Revised Final 
EIR/EA.  Similar to the format for the written comments, each transcript is 
was identified by a number, and each relevant comment is was also assigned 
a number.  The responses to each of these comments followed the transcript 
and are were numbered correspondingly (i.e., response to the first comment 
in Public Hearing No. 1 is numbered Response to Comment No. PH1-1, 
response to the second comment in Public Hearing No. 1 is Response to 
Comment No. PH1-2, etc.).  The primary comments made at the public 
hearings were related to the requests to reduce the length of the bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and to extend the bus lanes 
between Valencia Street and South Park View Street.  In addition, there were 
several comments regarding the adequacy of the traffic study area.  These 
comments generally reflect the issues addressed above (see Section 3.1, 
Master Responses). 

3.33.4 Form Petitions in Opposition of the 
Proposed Project 
The following petitions Petitions to oppose the proposed project have been 
were submitted during the public review period for the Draft EIR/EA.  These 
forms, which were previously included in this section, have been moved to 
Appendix A of this Revised Final EIR.  The majority of the opposition was 
related to the community’s desire to reduce the length of the bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue.  Please refer to Master 
Response Nos. 1 through 18 for responses addressing these comments. 
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3.43.5 Form Petitions in Support of the Proposed 
Project 
The following petitions Petitions to support the proposed project have 
beenwere submitted during the public review period for the Draft EIR/EA, 
mainly by members of the Bus Riders Union (BRU).  These forms, which 
were previously included in this section, have been moved to Appendix A of 
this Revised Final EIR.  The project support has been noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

Most of the comments in support of the project urge adoption of Alternative 
A with the inclusion of the segment extension of the bus lanes between 
Valencia Street and South Park View Street.  Please refer to Master Response 
No. 7 regarding the request to include the segment between Valencia Street 
and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Chapter 4.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis of the 
Proposed Project 

Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR/EA, which presented the CEQA analysis of the 
proposed project, is largely unchanged and is hereby incorporated by 
reference.  Accordingly, the following presents a summary of the impacts 
previously identified that would result from the implementation of the 
proposed project: 

• Traffic, Circulation, and Parking:  The proposed project would result in 
significant unavoidable impacts related to the exceedance of LOS criteria 
for multiple intersections in both 2012 and 2020 project years at 9 study 
intersections.  However, the proposed project was determined to have 
less-than-significant impacts on local residential streets, as well as 
impacts related to automobile/bus transition conflicts and emergency 
access. 

• Air Quality:  The proposed project was determined to be consistent with 
the projections in the AQMP.  In addition, the proposed project would 
result in less-than-significant impacts in exposing sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations, as well as impacts related to odor 
and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• Cultural Resources:  The proposed project would have no direct or 
indirect impact on archaeological and paleontological resources.  
Similarly, modifications to the sidewalks adjacent to historic resources 
would have no direct or indirect impact on the characteristics that qualify 
those resources for inclusion in the National Register or the California 
Register. 

• Noise:  The proposed project was determined to have less-than-significant 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts as a result of 
construction activities and projected operational conditions. 

• Land Use:  The proposed project would not result in any impact related to 
compatibility with surrounding land uses, division of an existing 
neighborhood, or consistency with applicable plans and policies. 

• Aesthetics:  The removal of jut-outs along the segment of the project 
corridor between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue would result in 
the removal of up to 40 magnolia street trees, and the street widening 
between Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue and the extension of the 
left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard would result in the removal of a 
maximum of 30 small jacaranda trees.  However, the proposed project 
would comply with all local construction standards and guidelines, 
including design guidelines for roadways, streetscape, and landscaping, 
and as such, would not significantly affect the visual integrity of the 
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surrounding neighborhood and streetscape/landscape along Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• Biological Resources:  Project operation would not create any new 
impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas and endangered species 
beyond existing conditions.  The removal of jut-outs along the segment of 
the project corridor between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue 
would result in the removal of up to 40 magnolia street trees, and the 
street widening between Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue and the 
extension of the left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard would result in 
the removal of a maximum of 30 small jacaranda trees.  This may result 
in conflict with state and federal laws protecting native birds and their 
active nests.  However, implementation of mitigation measures would 
prevent conflict with existing federal, state, and/or local laws, regulations 
and/or ordinances protecting biological resources that may be 
encountered during construction of the proposed project. 

Since the publication of the Draft EIR/EA in June 2010, LACMTA considered 
Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred 
alternative over the proposed project and recommended adoption of 
Alternative A to the LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA Board 
meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an additional 
alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan 
Area.  This alternative is considered a refinement to Alternative A and would 
be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of the one-mile reduction in 
bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue.  This alternative is 
referred to in this document as Alternative A-1.  In addition, on February 2, 
2011, the Los Angeles City Council requested that staff also include a second 
additional alternative that would further reduce the length of the bus lanes 
west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from 
South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  This second additional 
alternative is a further refinement to Alternative A and is referred to in this 
document as Alternative A-2.  These additional alternatives have been 
analyzed as part of this Final EIR/EA (see Chapter 5.0). 

It should be noted that LACMTA staff have identified Alternative A-1 as the 
preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to 
the LACMTA Board. 
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Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis of the 
Project Alternatives 

This chapter describes and analyzes the No Project Alternative and other 
alternatives, including Alternatives A-1 and A-2, that were considered during 
the planning process.  It also identifies the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.  The revisions made in this chapter reflect the addition of 
Alternative A-1 and Alternative A-2 to Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR/EA.  In 
addition, the revisions also provide some further clarification and/or 
simplification of the project components within each project alternative.  
These revisions have been shown in track changes (i.e., all additions are 
presented as underlined text [in red], and all deletions are presented as 
strikethrough text [in red]) to allow the readers to compare updated 
information to that presented in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR/EA since its 
publication in June 2010. 

5.1 Introduction 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project or to the location of the project that could feasibly avoid or lessen any 
significant environmental impacts while substantially attaining the basic 
objectives of the project.  An EIR should also evaluate the comparative merits 
of the alternatives.  This chapter describes potential alternatives to the 
proposed project that were considered but eliminated from further 
consideration and the reasons for dismissal, as well as those alternatives that 
have been carried forward for analysis in comparison to the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. 

Key provisions of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) pertaining to the 
alternatives analysis are summarized below. 

• The discussion of alternatives will focus on alternatives to the project or 
its location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede 
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more 
costly. 

• The No Project Alternative will be evaluated along with its impact.  The 
No Project analysis will discuss existing conditions (2010), as well as what 
would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 
project were not approved based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services. 

• The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of 
reason”; therefore, the EIR must evaluate only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The alternatives will be limited to 
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project. 
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• An EIR need not consider an alternative with effects that cannot be 
reasonably ascertained, when implementation is remote and speculative, 
and if its selection would not achieve the basic project objectives. 

The range of feasible alternatives is selected and discussed in a manner to 
foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making.  
Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of alternatives, as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(f)(1), are environmental impacts, site suitability, economic viability, 
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent could reasonably 
acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site. 

As presented in Chapter 2 1.0, Project Description Introduction, the goals and 
objectives of the proposed project are as follows: 

• Improve bus passenger travel times by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment 
between Valencia Street to the east and Centinela Avenue to the west; 

• Improve bus service reliability by separating buses from the already high 
levels of corridor traffic congestion; 

• Improve traffic flow along Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Repave the curb lanes along damaged portions of Wilshire Boulevard to 
allow their effective use by buses during peak periods and by both buses 
and automobiles during non-peak periods; 

• Encourage shift from automobile use to public transit by continuing to 
attract new transit riders; 

• Improve air quality in Los Angeles County with the reduction in mobile 
source emissions resulting from a mode shift from automobile use to bus 
use; and 

• Minimize impacts to existing parking. 

5.2  Alternatives Considered 

5.2.1 No Project Alternative 

This alternative is required by Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines and 
assumes that the proposed project would not occur.  Under the No Project 
Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the Wilshire Corridor 
included under the proposed project would not be implemented.  Specifically, 
the proposed restriping and widening of some existing portions of the 
Wilshire corridor would not occur.  The No Project Alternative would not 
include the conversion of existing curb lanes to bus lanes in each direction 
during peak periods; upgrade of the existing transit priority system signal 
priority system; selective street widening; reconstruction/resurfacing of curb 
lanes in select areas; and installation of traffic/transit signage and pavement 
markings, as necessary, to implement dedicated peak period bus lanes.  
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Existing conditions of the Wilshire Corridor would remain under this 
alternative.  Consequently, the No Project Alternative would not achieve or 
fulfill any of the goals and objectives of the proposed project. 

Impacts 

The following environmental impacts would be expected under the No 
Project Alternative.  The respective Environmental Setting discussions for 
each area of potential impact are addressed in detail throughout Chapter 4 of 
this document. 

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking  

No impact on transportation, circulation, or parking would occur under this 
alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction activity would occur, no 
changes in operational conditions would occur, and no new trips or change in 
existing travel patterns would occur.  Existing conditions would continue 
under this alternative.  Impacts anticipated under the proposed project would 
not occur.  No mitigation measures would be required under this alternative. 

Air Quality 

No air quality impact would occur under this alternative. 

Construction activities would not occur within the project corridor under the 
No Project Alternative.  Thus, associated VOC, NOX, CO, SOX, PM2.5, and 
PM10 emissions resulting from construction activity that would occur with the 
proposed project would not be generated under this alternative.   

Existing air quality conditions would continue to occur under this alternative.  
As included in Table 4.2-3, monitoring data show the following pollutant 
trends under existing conditions: both State 1-hour and 8-hour O3 standards 
were exceeded an average of four times each year at both stations.  Particulate 
(PM10 and PM2.5) concentrations are largely affected by meteorology and show 
some variability during the 3-year reporting period.  The State 24-hour PM10 
standard was exceeded three times in 2006, five times in 2007, and twice in 
2008, while the national standard was not exceeded during the 3-year 
reporting period.  The national PM2.5 standard was exceeded 11 times in 2006, 
20 times in 2007, and 10 times in 2008.  These trends would continue to 
occur without the proposed project.  No mitigation measures, particularly for 
project construction, would be required under this alternative. 

Cultural Resources (Historical, Archaeological and 
Paleontological) 

No impact on cultural resources would occur under this alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project corridor would remain in its 
current state.  As no construction would occur under the No Project 
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Alternative, there would be no potential for historic or subsurface cultural 
resources to be disturbed.  Therefore, no impacts on historic, archaeological, 
or paleontological resources would occur.  No mitigation measures would be 
required under this alternative.  

 Noise and Vibration 

No impact due to noise and vibration would occur under this alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, increased noise levels associated with 
construction would not occur.  Existing noise conditions would continue to 
occur. Without the proposed project, traffic noise levels are predicted to 
increase from 0 to 2 dBA.  This would be considered a less than significant 
impact.  No construction vibration or groundborne noise impacts would 
occur.  The No Project Alternative would not change vibration or 
groundborne noise levels from existing conditions along the project corridor. 
No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures would be required 
under this alternative.   

Land Use and Planning 

No impact on land use and planning would occur under this alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, transportation improvements to portions of 
the Wilshire corridor would not occur.  The conversion of existing curb lanes 
to peak period bus lanes and the restriping and widening of some existing 
portions of the Wilshire corridor would not occur.  The Wilshire corridor 
would remain in its existing condition.  No impacts to land use would occur, 
and no mitigation measures would be required under this alternative.   

Aesthetics 

No impact on visual resources would occur under this alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the improvements under the proposed 
project would not be implemented.  No construction activities would take 
place, and no street facilities would be altered.  Therefore, no visual impacts 
would occur.  No mitigation measures would be required under this 
alternative. 

Biology 

No impact on biological resources would occur under this alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed project would not be 
implemented.  No street trees would be removed as a result of the 
corresponding jut-out removals that would occur under the proposed project.  
Therefore, no impacts on trees or on issues related to compliance with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act would occur.  No mitigation measures would be 
required under this alternative. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts are expected under the No Project Alternative.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

5.2.2 Alternative A – Truncated Project Without 
Jut-Out Removal 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal would include 
the development of an 8.7 -miles of bus lanes from the Wilshire 
Boulevard/South. Park View Street intersection to the Wilshire Boulevard/ 
Centinela Avenue intersection.  This alternative would reduce the length of 
exclusive eliminate the bus lanes from to 8.7 miles from the 9.7 miles under 
the proposed project.  Additionally, unlike the proposed project, this 
alternative would retain the existing jut-outs  Sepulveda Boulevard to mid-
block Veteran Avenue/Gayley Avenue, totaling 0.3 mile.  Additionally, this 
alternative would eliminate the jut-out removal between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue (1.0 mile).  The existing traffic lane would be converted 
to a bus lane in each direction between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue.  In addition, Under Alternative A, compared to the proposed project, 
includes an additional 1.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing 
would occur along Wilshire Boulevard between Fairfax Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard (0.6 mile) and between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles).  In areas along Wilshire 
Boulevard where no bus lanes are implemented, the buses would operate 
with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 9 to 13 minutes in passenger travel time per 
bus trip is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A.  The 
implementation of Alternative A would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard as well, which operates approximately 
29% slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A. 

The key features of this alternative are summarized from east to west (in both 
the eastbound and westbound directions), as follows: 

• 8.7 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard (5.4 miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to 
mid-block Gayley/Veteran Avenue (2.0 miles), and Bonsall Avenue to 
Centinela Avenue (1.3 miles); 

• 4.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard (3.6 miles) and between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles); 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile);  

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet;  
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• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor.  

The key differences between this alternative and the proposed project are 
summarized from east to west (in both the eastbound and westbound 
directions), as follows:   

•Elimination of the bus lane between Valencia Street and S. Park View Street; 

•Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue;  

•Elimination of the bus lane from approximately 300 feet east of Veteran 
Avenue to the I-405 northbound ramps; and 

•Additional reconstruction and resurfacing of curb lanes between Fairfax 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard and between the western boundary of 
the City of Beverly Hills to Westholme Avenue. 

Figure 5-1 1-5 in Chapter 1.0 (Introduction) shows the improvements proposed 
under Alternative A from Valencia S. Park View Street on the eastern end to 
Centinela Avenue on the western end. 

Impacts 

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

Significant unavoidable impacts on nine local intersections would occur under 
this alternative.  However, as with the proposed project, impacts on local 
residential streets, parking, and emergency access and impacts related to 
transitional conflict between buses and automobiles would be less than 
significant. 

Levels of Service 
A traffic study was prepared by Iteris in March of 2010 April 2011, which 
included analysis of Alternative A.  The traffic study examined year 2012 and 
year 2020 with project alternative intersection Level of Service (LOS) conditions 
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the 74 study intersections, as shown in 
Tables 5-1 through 5-4.  In April 2011, an updated traffic study was prepared by 
Iteris to include the analysis of additional alternatives as requested by the Metro 
Board and the Los Angeles City Council.  The analysis also considered the 
addition of a second northbound and second southbound left‐turn lane at the 
Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection as a result of the I‐405 
HOV lane project for year 2020 conditions; this information became available 
after the Draft EIR/EA was circulated and made available for public review in 
June 2010.  Accordingly, some of the data shown in Tables 5-1 through 5-4 
were revised. 
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Table 5-1: Year 2012 With Alternative A AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2012 Without 
Alternative A 

2012 With 
Alternative A 

Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 92.3 F 90.8 F -1.5 2.5 - 

2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 26.9 
29.9 C 26.5 

30.4 C -0.4 
0.5 6.0 - 

3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 118.0 
118.4 F 117.7 F -0.3 

-0.7 2.5 - 

4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.0 A 9.9 A 1.9 - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 60.3 E 96.9 F 36.6 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 45.8 D 7.7 4.0 Yes 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 67.8 E 57.4 E * 2.5 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 207.8 F 208.3 F 0.5 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 236.4 F 218.9 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 66.8 E 49.7 D * 4.0 - 

11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 34.5 C 38.7 
38.5 D 4.2 

4.0 4.0 Yes 

12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 20.6 C 20.7 C 0.1 6.0 - 

13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 87.3 
91.6 F 54.1 

57.6 DE * 4.0 - 

14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.6 B 15.6 B -1.0 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.9 B 17.1 B 0.2 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.5 B 16.8 B 0.3 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 27.8 C 28.4 C 0.6 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.8 C 26.9 C 0.1 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.9 D 47.2 D -1.7 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 46.4 D 40.1 D -6.3 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 20.6 C 21.7 C 1.1 6.0 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 122.9 F 122.4 F -0.5 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 30.0 C 29.6 C -0.4 6.0 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 60.7 E 61.2 E 0.5 2.5 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 20.5 C 20.0 C -0.5 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 46.8 D 47.1 D 0.3 4.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 28.5 C 27.9 C -0.6 6.0 - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 99.5 F 102.1 F 2.6 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 51.1 D 51.3 D 0.2 4.0 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 33.9 C 35.0 C 1.1 6.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 23.8 C 22.8 C -1.0 6.0 - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 38.7 D 46.9 D 8.2 4.0 Yes 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.6 D 40.7 D 3.1 4.0 - 

34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 67.2 
67.3 E 67.3 E 0.1 

0 2.5 - 

35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 15.0 B 15.4 B 0.4 - - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 42.6 D 42.5 D -0.1 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 53.0 D 54.5 D 1.5 4.0 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 12.2 B 11.2 B -1.0 - - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 39.1 D 39.4 D 0.3 4.0 - 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 60.1 E 60.0 E -0.1 2.5 - 

41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 
69.9 
70.4 E 67.9 

68.4 E -2.0 2.5 - 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-8 April 2011 

Table 5-1: Year 2012 With Alternative A AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2012 Without 
Alternative A 

2012 With 
Alternative A Change 

in 
Delay Threshold 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 34.5 C 34.3 C -0.2 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 69.6 E 71.6 E 2.0 2.5 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 47.1 D 48.6 D 1.5 4.0 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 42.3 D 41.8 D -0.5 4.0 - 

46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 
15.5 
15.6 B 15.4 B -0.1 

-0.2 - - 

47. La Brea Ave/6th St 58.9 E 50.2 D -8.7 4.0 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 18.9 B 19.2 B 0.3 - - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 27.2 C 27.6 C 0.4 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 39.6 D 41.5 D 1.9 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 17.5 B 17.4 B -0.1 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 76.2 E 73.1 E * 2.5 - 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 104.0 F 119.3 
119.2 F 15.3 

15.2 2.5 Yes 

54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 37.5 D 41.7 D 4.2 4.0 Yes 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 44.2 D 49.9 D 5.7 4.0 Yes 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 31.9 C 32.5 C 0.6 6.0 - 

57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 
51.0 
56.8 DE 47.9 

51.5 D * 4.0 - 

58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 60.1 E 59.1 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 23.0 C 22.0 C * 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 11.7 B 12.2 B 0.5 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 8.4 A 10.2 B 1.8 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 11.4 B 12.5 B 1.1 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.2 B 16.3 B 0.1 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 21.4 C 23.1 C 1.7 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 13.4 B 13.5 B 0.1 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 27.0 C 29.8 C 2.8 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.0 D 42.7 D 5.7 4.0 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 31.2 C 30.9 C -0.3 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 46.6 D 46.8 D 0.2 4.0 - 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 48.2 D 51.1 D 2.9 4.0 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 68.5 E 71.3 E 2.8 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 31.6 C 33.5 C 1.9 6.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.5 D 38.9 D 1.4 4.0 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 23.9 C 23.7 C -0.2 6.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
The revisions to the delay shown above were made to provide consistency with the modeling results presented in the 
technical appendices of the Draft EIR/EA that was circulated for public review in June 2010.  These revisions in no way 
changed the significance of the traffic impacts at the affected intersections. 
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2010 April 2011. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-9 April 2011 

Table 5-2: Year 2012 With Alternative A PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative A 
2012 With 

Alternative A Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 41.5 D 34.7 C -6.8 6.0 - 

2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 53.1 
49.4 D 46.9 

43.7 D -6.2 
-5.7 4.0 - 

3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 46.0 D 39.4 
39.3 D -6.6 

-6.7 4.0 - 

4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.3 A 7.8 A * - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 77.2 E 103.9 F 26.7 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 32.9 C 30.9 C * 6.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 49.9 D 46.2 D * 4.0 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 111.5 F 93.0 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 114.9 F 107.8 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 62.7 E 45.7 D * 4.0 - 

11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 41.8 
41.5 D 3.7 

3.4 4.0 - 

12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 25.7 C 25.1 C * 6.0 - 

13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 91.6 
95.3 F 76.4 

79.1 E * 2.5 - 

14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.9 B 17.0 B 0.1 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.0 B 16.2 B 0.2 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.1 B 15.1 B 0.0 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 31.0 C 31.1 C 0.1 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.3 C 26.1 C -0.2 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 52.4 D 49.5 D -2.9 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 46.6 D 45.1 D -1.5 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 61.2 E 67.4 E 6.2 2.5 Yes 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 90.7 F 88.6 F -2.1 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 72.9 E 80.8 F 7.9 2.5 Yes 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 48.9 D 53.9 D 5.0 4.0 Yes 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 23.2 C 23.1 C -0.1 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 27.8 C 28.0 C 0.2 6.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 18.0 B 18.0 B 0.0 - - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 73.3 E 74.9 E 1.6 2.5 - 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 56.3 E 55.7 E -0.6 2.5 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.5 D 53.8 D 2.3 4.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 13.6 B 14.1 B 0.5 - - 

32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 44.6 
44.5 D 44.9 

44.8 D 0.3 4.0 - 

33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 65.4 
65.5 E 66.2 

66.5 E 0.8 
1.0 2.5 - 

34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 49.0 D 53.9 D 4.9 4.0 Yes 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 20.6 C 21.5 C 0.9 6.0 - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 44.9 D 46.2 D 1.3 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 65.6 E 65.5 E -0.1 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 19.1 B 21.9 C 2.8 6.0 - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 70.1 E 74.6 E 4.5 2.5 Yes 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 122.9 F 119.0 F -3.9 2.5 - 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-10 April 2011 

Table 5-2: Year 2012 With Alternative A PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative A 
2012 With 

Alternative A Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 
44.8 
44.6 D 43.8 

43.7 D -1.0 
-0.9 4.0 - 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 26.2 C 26.2 C 0.0 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 29.9 C 30.8 C 0.9 6.0 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 54.8 D 54.7 D -0.1 4.0 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 43.8 D 43.6 D -0.2 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 13.9 B 13.2 B -0.7 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 78.5 E 72.9 E -5.6 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 18.2 B 19.0 B 0.8 - - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 30.8 C 31.2 C 0.4 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 47.2 D 48.7 D 1.5 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 20.3 C 19.7 B -0.6 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 116.6 F 101.7 F * 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 151.5 F 148.7 F * 2.5 - 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 34.8 C 37.0 D 2.2 4.0 - 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.6 D 37.6 D * 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 21.5 C 24.0 C 2.5 6.0 - 

57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 
100.0
111.1 F 84.4 

101.3 F * 2.5 - 

58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 65.8 E 57.9 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 30.4 C 31.8 C 1.4 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 13.6 B 14.9 B 1.3 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 10.9 B 10.6 B -0.3 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 15.5 B 17.1 B 1.6 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.8 B 16.5 B -0.3 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 30.7 C 32.8 C 2.1 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 14.1 B 14.1 B 0.0 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 23.0 C 25.2 C 2.2 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 60.9 E 72.9 E 12.0 2.5 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 22.8 C 23.2 C 0.4 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 68.0 E 70.3 E 2.3 2.5 - 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 71.0 E 68.6 E -2.4 2.5 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.8 D 46.9 D -4.9 4.0 - 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 48.0 D 49.9 D 1.9 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 63.7 E 64.7 E 1.0 2.5 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 33.2 C 35.5 D 2.3 4.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
The revisions to the delay shown above were made to provide consistency with the modeling results presented in the 
technical appendices of the Draft EIR/EA that was circulated for public review in June 2010.  These revisions in no way 
changed the significance of the traffic impacts at the affected intersections. 
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2010 April 2011. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-11 April 2011 

Table 5-3: Year 2020 With Alternative A AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2020 Without 
Alternative A 

2020 With 
Alternative A Change 

in 
Delay Threshold 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 103.4 F 107.0 F 3.6 2.5 Yes 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 26.8 C 26.4 C -0.4 6.0 - 

3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 147.0 
147.8 F 142.4 F -4.6 

-5.4 2.5 - 

4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.3 A 11.5 B 3.2 - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 63.7 E 103.6 F 39.9 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 48.1 D 10.0 4.0 Yes 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 68.4 E 58.3 E * 2.5 - 

8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 208.4 
186.0 F 208.6

185.3 F 0.2* 2.5 - 

9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 243.7 F 225.7 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 75.2 E 51.4 D * 4.0 - 

11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 36.1 D 41.1 
40.8 D 5.0 

4.7 4.0 Yes 

12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 23.3 C 23.0 C * 6.0 - 

13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 88.0 
92.0 F 53.5 

56.8 DE * 4.0 - 

14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.7 B 15.7 B 0.0 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 17.0 B 17.7 B 0.7 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 17.1 B 17.1 B 0.0 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 28.5 C 28.6 C 0.1 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.9 C 26.8 C -0.1 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.0 D 47.2 D -0.8 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 39.9 D 41.4 D 1.5 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 21.7 C 21.6 C -0.1 6.0 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 122.2 F 127.2 F 5.0 2.5 Yes 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 32.8 C 33.0 C 0.2 6.0 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 63.2 E 63.1 E -0.1 2.5 - 

25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 20.9 C 20.3 
20.2 C -0.6 

-0.7 6.0 - 

26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 47.3 D 47.2 D -0.1 4.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 29.0 C 27.9 C -1.1 6.0 - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 100.3 F 105.5 F 5.2 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 52.5 D 53.4 D 0.9 4.0 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 34.6 C 36.9 D 2.3 4.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 22.7 C 25.7 C 3.0 6.0 - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 41.3 D 43.8 D 2.5 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 40.1 D 42.7 D 2.6 4.0 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 69.0 E 70.8 E 1.8 2.5 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 15.2 B 15.2 B 0.0 - - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 41.7 D 43.4 D 1.7 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 54.4 D 56.0 E 1.6 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 11.0 B 14.0 B 3.0 - - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 39.6 D 43.0 D 3.4 4.0 - 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 62.8 E 63.2 E 0.4 2.5 - 

41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 78.5 
79.0 E 75.2 

75.6 E -3.3 
-3.4 2.5 - 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 34.8 C 35.0 D 0.2 4.0 - 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-12 April 2011 

Table 5-3: Year 2020 With Alternative A AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2020 Without 
Alternative A 

2020 With 
Alternative A Change 

in 
Delay Threshold 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

43. Highland Ave/3rd St 74.2 E 73.4 E -0.8 2.5 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 49.7 D 52.2 D 2.5 4.0 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 46.3 D 46.5 D 0.2 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 16.1 B 15.8 B -0.3 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 71.2 E 69.0 E -2.2 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 22.2 C 21.2 C -1.0 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 27.9 C 28.4 C 0.5 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 42.8 D 44.3 D 1.5 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 18.6 B 18.6 B 0.0 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 81.5 F 75.4 E * 2.5 - 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 111.2 F 130.1 
130.0 F 18.9 

18.8 2.5 Yes 

54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 39.0 D 50.8 D 11.8 4.0 Yes 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 48.2 D 49.1 D 0.9 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 37.4 D 36.4 D * 4.0 - 

57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 
59.2 
67.2 E 56.3 

59.8 E * 2.5 - 

58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 72.5 E 68.4 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 22.9 C 22.6 C * 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 12.5 B 13.5 B 1.0 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 10.1 B 11.3 B 1.2 - - 

62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 15.7 B 15.8 
15.6 B -0.1 - - 

63. Western Ave/8th St 16.4 B 16.6 B 0.2 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 24.7 C 23.4 C -1.3 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 13.9 B 14.0 B 0.1 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 32.4 C 31.9 C -0.5 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 35.0 D 46.4 D 11.4 4.0 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 28.3 C 31.4 C 3.2 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 53.7 D 58.4 E 4.7 2.5 Yes 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 50.7 D 52.0 D 1.3 4.0 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 73.5 E 79.3 F 5.8 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.4 D 39.2 D 1.8 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 39.8 D 40.1 D 0.3 4.0 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 29.9 C 32.1 C 2.2 6.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
The revisions to the delay shown above were made to provide consistency with the modeling results presented in the 
technical appendices of the Draft EIR/EA that was circulated for public review in June 2010.  These revisions in no way 
changed the significance of the traffic impacts at the affected intersections.  The revisions for Intersection No. 7 were due to 
the addition of a second NB and second SB LT lanes at the intersection as a result of the I‐405 HOV lane project. 
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2010 April 2011. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-13 April 2011 

Table 5-4: Year 2020 With Alternative A PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2020 Without 
Alternative A 

2020 With 
Alternative A 

Change 
in Delay Threshold 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 38.2 D 35.7 D -2.5 4.0 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 50.0 D 53.1 D 3.1 4.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 43.6 D 43.5 D -0.1 4.0 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.9 A 8.7 A * - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 80.4 F 117.4 F 37.0 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 33.8 C 32.2 C * 6.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 49.9 D 47.5 D * 4.0 - 

8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 110.0 
109.0 F 110.2 

109.1 F 0.2 2.5 - 

9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 126.6 F 106.9 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 64.0 E 49.2 D * 4.0 - 

11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 39.4 D 45.1 
44.8 D 5.7 

5.4 4.0 Yes 

12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 26.9 C 25.5 C -1.4 6.0 - 

13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 109.1 
112.5 F 78.1 

81.0 E * 2.5 - 

14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 17.5 B 17.4 B -0.1 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.1 B 16.3 B 0.2 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.7 B 15.7 B 0.0 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 31.3 C 31.2 C -0.1 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 25.7 C 25.5 C -0.2 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.5 D 47.8 D -0.7 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 44.6 D 45.2 D 0.6 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 63.5 E 64.5 E 1.0 2.5 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 91.3 F 91.3 F 0.0 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 78.9 E 86.286.1 F 7.37.2 2.5 Yes 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 53.8 D 55.1 E 1.3 2.5 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 23.3 C 24.0 C 0.7 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 28.0 C 28.0 C 0.0 6.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 18.3 B 18.6 B 0.3 - - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 77.9 E 81.1 F 3.2 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 56.7 E 57.1 E 0.4 2.5 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 58.2 E 58.0 E -0.2 2.5 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 15.0 B 15.2 B 0.2 - - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 47.247.1 D 50.3 D 3.13.2 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 69.069.1 E 70.3 E 1.31.2 2.5 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 54.7 D 57.4 E 2.7 2.5 Yes 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 20.9 C 21.5 C 0.6 6.0 - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 46.2 D 48.8 D 2.6 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 73.8 E 74.0 E 0.2 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 24.9 C 21.6 C -3.3 6.0 - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 77.3 E 77.1 E -0.2 2.5 - 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 122.1 F 119.6 F -2.5 2.5 - 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 47.447.3 D 48.848.7 D 1.4 4.0 - 
42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 27.4 C 27.7 C 0.3 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 34.5 C 33.6 C -0.9 6.0 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 56.6 E 55.8 E -0.8 2.5 - 
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Table 5-4: Year 2020 With Alternative A PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2020 Without 
Alternative A 

2020 With 
Alternative A 

Change 
in Delay Threshold 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 45.4 D 45.5 D 0.1 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 13.9 B 13.7 B -0.2 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 96.1 F 93.1 F -3.0 2.5 - 

48. Highland Ave/6th St 
20.0 
23.4 C 20.8 

24.3 C 0.8 
0.9 6.0 - 

49. Western Ave/6th St 31.8 C 33.0 C 1.2 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 50.0 D 49.1 D -0.9 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 21.9 C 20.8 C -1.1 6.0 - 

52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 127.9 F 105.5 
105.4 F * 2.5 - 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 158.4 F 159.0 
159.1 F 0.6 

0.7 2.5 - 

54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 40.7 D 40.9 D 0.2 4.0 - 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 40.9 D 40.1 D * 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 24.8 C 25.6 C 0.8 6.0 - 

57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 
111.1 
122.1 F 103.7 

117.8 F * 2.5 - 

58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 77.6 E 65.9 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 34.9 C 36.8 D 1.9 4.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 15.1 B 18.318.4 B 3.23.3 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 11.4 B 11.9 B 0.5 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 16.0 B 18.4 B 2.4 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 17.2 B 17.3 B 0.1 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 35.2 D 36.3 D 1.1 4.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 14.7 B 14.7 B 0.0 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 24.7 C 24.9 C 0.2 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.4 E 77.2 E 9.8 2.5 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 26.5 C 27.2 C 0.7 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 79.5 E 80.6 F 1.1 2.5 - 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.1 E 71.4 E 4.3 2.5 Yes 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 57.2 E 60.5 E 3.3 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 53.8 D 54.6 D 0.8 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 70.2 E 70.5 E 0.3 2.5 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 37.8 D 38.2 D 0.4 4.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
The revisions to the delay shown above were made to provide consistency with the modeling results presented in the technical 
appendices of the Draft EIR/EA that was circulated for public review in June 2010.  These revisions in no way changed the 
significance of the traffic impacts at the affected intersections.  The revisions for Intersection No. 7 were due to the addition of a 
second NB and second SB LT lanes at the intersection as a result of the I‐405 HOV lane project. 
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2010 April 2011. 
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The following 15 intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted in year 
2012 with Alternative A conditions: 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Veteran Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Highland Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); and 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour). 

The following 14 intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted in year 
2020 with Alternative A conditions: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours);  

• La Brea Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Highland Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); and 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours). 
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Since several intersections are impacted in one year but not in the other, a total 
of 19 intersections are significantly impacted by Alternative A in at least one of 
the years, as shown in Tables 5-5 through 5-8.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure T-1, 10 of the 19 significantly impacted intersections are 
reduced to less than significant levels under this alternative similar to the 
proposed project.  Improvements at five of the remaining nine significantly 
impacted intersections further reduce traffic impacts during a.m. and/or p.m. 
peak hour conditions by an average of 25 percent but not enough to fully 
mitigate the impacts under this alternative.  The following intersections are 
forecast to remain significantly impacted in either year 2012 or year 2020 under 
Alternative A since no feasible mitigation measures that fully mitigate impacts 
at these intersections could be identified: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard; 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard (partial mitigation measure); 

• Veteran Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (partial mitigation measure); 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard;  

• Westwood Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (partial mitigation measure); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard; 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (partial mitigation measure); and 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (partial mitigation measure). 

Table 5-5: Year 2012 With-Alternative A AM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections with 
Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012  
Without 

Alternative A 

Mitigated 
2012 With 

Alternative A Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 60.3 E 94.4 F 34.1 2.5 Yes 7% 

6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 41.9 D 3.8 4.0 No 100% 

11. Beverly Glen Bl/Wilshire Bl 34.5 C 38.1 D 3.6 4.0 No 100% 

21. Veteran Av/ Santa Monica Bl 20.6 C 19.2 B -1.4 6.0 No 100% 

28. Bundy Drive/Olympic Blvd 99.5 F 88.2 F -11.3 2.5 No 100% 

32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 38.7 D 44.4 D 5.7 4.0 Yes 60% 

34. Beverly Glen Bl/Olympic Bl 67.2 
67.3 E 66.4 E -0.8 

-0.9 2.5 No 100% 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 104.0 F 116.7 F 12.7 2.5 Yes 20% 

54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 37.5 D 39.2 D 1.7 4.0 No 100% 

55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 44.2 D 39.9 D -4.3 4.0 No 100% 

67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.0 D 39.4 D 2.4 4.0 No 100% 

71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 68.5 E 63.8 E -4.7 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 20102011. 
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Table 5-6: Year 2012 With-Alternative A PM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012  
Without 

Alternative A 

Mitigated 
2012 With 

Alternative A Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 77.2 E 101.4 F 24.2 2.5 Yes 10% 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 32.9 C 27.0 C -5.9 6.0 No 100% 
11. Beverly Glen Bl/Wilshire Bl 38.1 D 39.5 D 1.4 4.0 No 100% 
21. Veteran Av/Santa Monica Bl 61.2 E 64.9 E 3.7 2.5 Yes 68% 
23. Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl 72.9 E 80.8 F 7.9 2.5 Yes 0% 
24. Bev. Glen Bl/Santa Monica Bl 48.9 D 53.9 D 5.0 4.0 Yes 0% 
28. Bundy Drive/Olympic Bl 73.3 E 69.2 E -4.1 2.5 No 100% 

32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Bl 44.6 
44.5 D 

42.3 D -2.4 
-2.2 4.0 

No 
100% 

34. Beverly Glen Bl/Olympic Bl 49.0 D 47.5 D -1.5 4.0 No 100% 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 70.1 E 74.6 E 4.5 2.5 Yes 0% 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 151.5 F 146.2 F -5.3 2.5 No 100% 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 34.8 C 34.5 C -0.3 4.0 No 100% 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.6 D 36.3 D -2.3 4.0 No 100% 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 60.9 E 56.7 E -4.2 2.5 No 100% 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.8 D 39.4 D -12.4 4.0 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 20102011. 
 

Table 5-7: Year 2020 With-Alternative A AM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2020  
Without 

Alternative A 

Mitigated 
2020 With 

Alternative A Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Bl 103.4 F 107.0 F 3.6 2.5 Yes 0% 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl 63.7 E 101.1 F 37.4 2.5 Yes 7% 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Bl 38.1 D 40.3 D 2.2 4.0 No 100% 
11. Beverly Glen Bl/Wilshire Bl 36.1 D 39.9 D 3.8 4.0 No 100% 
22. Westwood Bl/Santa Monica Bl 122.2 F 118.1 F -4.1 2.5 No 100% 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl 100.3 F 90.1 F -10.2 2.5 No 100% 
34. Beverly Glen Bl/Olympic Bl 69.0 E 71.1 E 2.1 2.5 No 100% 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Bl 111.2 F 127.5 F 16.3 2.5 Yes 15% 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Bl 39.0 D 48.3 D 9.3 4.0 Yes 32% 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Bl 35.0 D 37.8 D 2.8 4.0 No 100% 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Bl 53.7 D 42.7 D -11.0 2.5 No 100% 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Bl 50.7 D 33.5 C -17.2 6.0 No 100% 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Bl 73.5 E 71.8 E -1.7 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service 

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 20102011. 
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Table 5-8: Year 2020 With-Alternative A PM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections with 
Mitigation 

Intersection 

2020  
Without 

Alternative A 

Mitigated 
2020 With 

Alternative A Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl 80.4 F 114.9 F 34.5 2.5 Yes 7% 

6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Bl 33.8 C 27.8 C -6.0 6.0 No 100% 

11. Beverly Glen Bl/Wilshire Bl 39.4 D 42.3 D 2.9 4.0 No 100% 

22. Westwood Bl/Santa Monica Bl 91.3 F 89.6 F -1.7 2.5 No 100% 

23. Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl 78.9 E 86.2 F 7.3 2.5 Yes 0% 

28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl 77.9 E 73.5 E -4.4 2.5 No 100% 

34. Beverly Glen Bl/Olympic Bl 54.7 D 50.8 D -3.9 4.0 No 100% 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Bl 158.4 F 156.6 F -1.8 2.5 No 100% 

54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Bl 40.7 D 38.4 D -2.3 4.0 No 100% 

67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Bl 67.4 E 61.4 E -6.0 2.5 No 100% 

69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Bl 79.5 E 55.3 E -24.2 2.5 No 100% 

70. Highland Ave/Olympic Bl 67.1 E 44.5 D -22.6 4.0 No 100% 

71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Bl 57.2 E 53.0 D -4.2 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service 

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 20102011. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative A would result in significant 
impacts related to exceedance of LOS criteria for multiple intersections in both 
2012 and 2020 project years.   

Local Residential Streets 
Similar to the proposed project, under Alternative A, study intersections on 
Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of Lindbrook Drive and Ashton Avenue 
would operate at LOS D or better in 2012 and 2020.  Therefore, it is not 
expected that a significant amount of traffic would divert from Wilshire 
Boulevard to these local residential streets.  In the vicinity of Goshen Avenue, 
the Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard and Federal Avenue-San Vicente 
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersections are projected to operate at LOS E 
or F in 2012 and 2020.  However, traffic diversion onto Goshen Avenue is 
unlikely since Goshen Avenue runs for only a short distance, eastbound left-
turn movements from Wilshire Boulevard to Bundy Drive are relatively high-
delay movements during peak hours, and northbound left-turn movements 
from San Vicente Boulevard to Goshen Avenue are prohibited.  Therefore, no 
significant impacts to local residential streets are expected under Alternative A.  

Parking 
Similar to the proposed project, under Alternative A, approximately 11 
parking spaces between S. Park View Street and Fairfax Avenue (a distance of 
approximately 4.8 miles) would be removed to accommodate larger or 
relocated bus stops in order to facilitate bus movements in and out of stops.  
The removed parking spaces would be spread throughout this segment of the 
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project, with no more than three spaces being removed on any single block.  
The removed parking spaces would have a small effect on parking supply 
during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is prohibited under 
current conditions, so the removal of these parking spaces would not affect 
parking supply at all. 
 
Under Alternative A, parking supply would be unchanged between Comstock 
Avenue and Malcolm Avenue since jut-outs in this area would be retained.  
Therefore, no change in parking would occur in this area, and no impact 
would occur. 
 
Transitional Conflicts 
The following summarizes the automobile/bus transitional locations along 
the project route in the eastbound and westbound directions under 
Alternative A conditions: 
 
Eastbound 

• East of Veteran Avenue, mixed-flow capacity would drop from four lanes 
to three lanes as the bus lane occupies the curb lane.  

• At Glendon Avenue, the mixed-flow capacity would drop from three lanes 
of traffic west of Glendon Avenue to two lanes of traffic east at Malcolm 
Avenue.  

• At the western Beverly Hills City limits (approximately 500 feet west of the 
Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection), the bus lane transitions to a 
mixed-flow lane.  Therefore, three eastbound through lanes would remain at 
the Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection.   Alternative A would not 
reduce capacity at this intersection or increase the number of queued 
vehicles.  However, the length of queues might increase because vehicles 
would be traveling in two lanes instead of three as they enter the City of 
Beverly Hills. 

• East of San Vicente Boulevard (City of Beverly Hills boundary), a 
transition area of approximately 300 feet would be provided to allow 
through traffic to exit the bus lane.  

Westbound 

• At S. Park View Street, it is proposed that appropriate signage be installed 
along Wilshire Boulevard to inform motorists of bus lane operation 
during peak hours. 

• At the western City of Beverly Hills boundary, the mixed-flow capacity would 
drop from three lanes of traffic to two lanes of traffic as the bus lane occupies 
the curb lane.  

• Between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue, the curb lane would be 
used as a bus as well as right-turn only lane along the entire segment.  

In order to reduce or avoid these conflicts, Alternative A would install 
appropriate signage along Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of these 
locations, in order to inform motorists of bus lane operation during peak 
hours. 
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For potential traffic conflicts in both eastbound and westbound directions along 
Wilshire Boulevard, this signage would ensure that operation of the project 
under Alternative A would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
automobile/bus transition conflicts. 

Emergency Access 
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative A would allow emergency 
vehicles to use the bus lanes when they are in operation.  Because these 
lanes would be free of most other vehicular traffic, emergency response 
time would likely improve during peak periods.  During construction 
activities, alternative access routes would be utilized, and local emergency 
access would be retained at all times.  Therefore, a less than significant 
impact would occur. 

Air Quality 

A less than significant air quality impact would occur under this alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project, construction activities would occur under 
Alternative A.  As with the proposed project, Alternative A would be subject 
to the SCAQMD’s AQMP.  Alternative A would be consistent with the all 
local general plans; as well as compatible with the surrounding uses.  
Because Alternative A would be consistent with the local general plan, 
pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, Alternative A is considered consistent 
with the region’s AQMP.  As such, construction regional operations 
emissions for Alternative A would be accounted for in the AQMP., which is 
crafted to bring the Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants.  In 
addition, project construction would comply with AQMP emissions control 
strategies such as Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), Rule 1108 (Cutback Asphalt), 
and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), among other control strategies.  
Accordingly, Alternative A would be consistent with the projections in the 
AQMP, thus resulting in a less-than-significant impact. 

With regard to regional construction-period impacts under Alternative A, 
impacts would be similar to those disclosed for the proposed project since the 
construction activity under Alternative A would be comparable to that proposed 
under the project.  There would be no jut-out removal between Comstock 
Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and there would be no bus lane-related 
construction from approximately 300 feet east of Veteran Avenue to the I-405 
northbound ramps.  However, there would be an additional 1.8 miles of curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente 
Boulevard (0.6 mile) and between the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme 
Avenue (1.2 miles).  Similar to the proposed project, criteria pollutant 
emissions under Alternative A would be less than the applicable SCAQMD 
significance thresholds, and as such, would result in a less than significant 
regional air quality impact. 

Similarly, with regard to localized construction-period impacts under 
Alternative A, impacts would be similar to those disclosed for the proposed 
project.  Localized emissions under Alternative A would be less than the 
applicable SCAQMD LST significance thresholds, and as such, would result 
in a less than significant localized air quality impact. 
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Operation period air quality impacts expected under Alternative A would be 
similar to those under the proposed project.  Air quality impacts that would 
potentially result from traffic impacts during the operation of Alternative A 
were found to be less than significant, for both criteria pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants.  No violation of air quality standards would occur. 

Under Alternative A, CO concentrations for a.m. and p.m. 1- and 8-hour CO 
levels for build-out year 2012 and horizon year 2020 are presented in Tables 5-9 
and 5-10, respectively (see Section 5.2.2).  As shown in the tables, Alternative A 
would not have a substantial adverse effect on 1-hour or 8-hour local CO 
concentrations due to mobile source emissions.  Similar to the proposed 
project, less than significant impacts would occur at the intersections with the 
highest traffic volumes located adjacent to sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no 
significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the study 
area because the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than 
those concentrations occurring at the analyzed intersections. 

Table 5-9.  Alternative A (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis  

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Alvarado @ Olympic 
AM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.9 8.0 No 5.3 5.3 No 

Alvarado @ Wilshire 
AM 7.6 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Barrington @ Wilshire 
AM 7.2 7.2 No 4.8 4.8 No 

PM 7.1 7.0 No 4.7 4.6 No 

Beverly Glen @ 
Olympic 

AM 8.7 8.7 No 5.8 5.8 No 

PM 8.6 8.7 No 5.7 5.8 No 

Beverly Glen @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

PM 8.3 8.4 No 5.5 5.6 No 

Beverly Glen @ 
Wilshire 

AM 8.1 7.8 No 5.4 5.2 No 

PM 8.0 7.7 No 5.3 5.1 No 

Bundy @ Olympic 
AM 8.7 8.8 No 5.8 5.9 No 

PM 8.5 8.6 No 5.7 5.7 No 

Bundy @ Wilshire 
AM 7.3 7.4 No 4.8 4.9 No 

PM 7.5 7.4 No 5.0 4.9 No 

Crenshaw @ Olympic 
AM 8.5 8.5 No 5.7 5.7 No 

PM 8.3 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 

Crenshaw @ Wilshire 
AM 7.4 7.2 No 4.9 4.8 No 

PM 7.5 7.2 No 5.0 4.8 No 
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Table 5-9.  Alternative A (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis 
(Continued) 

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

E Century Park @ 
Olympic 

AM 8.8 8.9 No 5.9 6.0 No 

PM 8.4 8.5 No 5.6 5.7 No 

Fairfax @ Olympic  
AM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 

PM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 

Fairfax @ San Vicente 
AM 7.7 7.9 No 5.1 5.3 No 

PM 7.3 7.4 No 4.8 4.9 No 

Fairfax @ Wilshire 
AM 8.2 8.0 No 5.5 5.3 No 

PM 8.2 8.4 No 5.5 5.6 No 

Federal @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.5 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Highland @ 3rd 
AM 7.8 7.9 No 5.2 5.3 No 

PM 7.6 7.7 No 5.0 5.1 No 

Highland @ Olympic  
AM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.6 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Highland @ Wilshire 
AM 7.9 7.7 No 5.3 5.1 No 

PM 7.8 7.7 No 5.2 5.1 No 

I-405 SB Ramps @ 
Santa Monica 

AM 7.4 7.4 No 4.9 4.9 No 

PM 7.4 7.5 No 4.9 5.0 No 

La Brea @ Olympic  
AM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

PM 8.6 8.7 No 5.7 5.8 No 

La Brea @ Wilshire 
AM 7.8 8.1 No 5.2 5.4 No 

PM 8.3 8.1 No 5.5 5.4 No 

Overland @ Olympic 
AM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 

PM 8.4 8.5 No 5.6 5.7 No 

Overland @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 

PM 7.4 7.4 No 4.9 4.9 No 

San Vicente @ Wilshire 
AM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

PM 8.8 8.7 No 5.9 5.8 No 

Sepulveda @ Olympic 
AM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 

PM 8.8 8.8 No 5.9 5.9 No 

Sepulveda @ Pico 
AM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 

PM 8.2 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 
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Table 5-9.  Alternative A (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis 
(Continued) 

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Vermont @ 6th 
AM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 

PM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

Vermont @ 8th 
AM 7.2 7.2 No 4.8 4.8 No 

PM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 

Vermont @ Olympic 
AM 8.1 8.1 No 5.4 5.4 No 

PM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

Veteran @ Pico 
AM 7.0 7.1 No 4.6 4.7 No 

PM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 

Veteran @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 

PM 7.3 7.4 No 4.8 4.9 No 

W Century Park @ 
Olympic 

AM 8.5 8.5 No 5.7 5.7 No 

PM 7.7 7.8 No 5.1 5.2 No 

Western @ 3rd 
AM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.7 7.7 No 5.1 5.1 No 

Western @ Olympic 
AM 8.0 8.1 No 5.3 5.4 No 

PM 8.1 8.2 No 5.4 5.5 No 

Westwood @ Olympic 
AM 8.1 8.2 No 5.4 5.5 No 

PM 9.3 9.3 No 6.2 6.2 No 

Westwood @ Pico 
AM 7.7 7.8 No 5.1 5.2 No 

PM 8.2 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Notes:  
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix C.  
 ppm = parts per million  
aPeak hour traffic volumes are based on the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
for the project by Iteris, 2009. 
bSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.   
cSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 1-hour 
contribution.   
dThe State standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.   
eSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.   
fSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 8-hour 
contribution. 

Source: ICF International, January 2010. 
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Table 5-10.  Alternative A (Year 2020)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis  

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2020 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2020 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2020 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2020 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Alvarado @ Olympic 
AM 6.2 6.1 No 4.1 4.0 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Alvarado @ Wilshire 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

Barrington @ Wilshire 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.8 No 3.9 3.8 No 

Beverly Glen @ 
Olympic 

AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

Beverly Glen @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.5 6.2 No 4.3 4.1 No 

Bundy @ Olympic 
AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Bundy @ Wilshire 
AM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Century Park W @ 
Santa Monica 

AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Crenshaw @ Olympic 
AM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Crenshaw @ Wilshire 
AM 6.0 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.1 6.0 No 4.0 3.9 No 

E Century Park @ 
Olympic 

AM 6.8 6.9 No 4.5 4.6 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Fairfax @ 3rd 
AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Fairfax @ Olympic 
AM 6.9 6.3 No 4.6 4.1 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Fairfax @ Wilshire 
AM 6.4 6.3 No 4.2 4.1 No 
PM 6.6 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Highland @ 6th 
AM 5.8 6.1 No 3.8 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

Highland @ Olympic 
AM 6.1 6.0 No 4.0 3.9 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

La Brea @ Olympic 
AM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

La Brea @ Wilshire 
AM 6.5 6.4 No 4.3 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.4 No 4.3 4.2 No 

Overland @ Olympic 
AM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Overland @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

S. Beverly Glen @ 
Sunset 

AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 

S. Beverly Glen @ 
Wilshire 

AM 6.4 6.8 No 4.2 4.5 No 
PM 6.3 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
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Table 5-10.  Alternative A (Year 2020)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis 
(Continued) 

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2020 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2020 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2020 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2020 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

San Vicente @ Olympic 
AM 6.5 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Sepulveda @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.8 6.8 No 4.5 4.5 No 

Sepulveda @ Pico 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Sepulveda @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Vermont @ 6th 
AM 6.3 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Vermont @ 8th 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Veteran @ Olympic 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Veteran @ Sunset 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 

W Century Park @ 
Olympic 

AM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Western @ 3rd 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.2 No 4.0 4.1 No 

Western @ 6th 
AM 5.9 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

Western @ Olympic 
AM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Westwood @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 7.0 7.1 No 4.6 4.7 No 

Westwood @ Pico 
AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Westwood @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Notes:  
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix C.  
 ppm = parts per million  
aPeak hour traffic volumes are based on the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
for the project by Iteris, 2009. 
bSCAQMD 2020 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2020 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.   
cSCAQMD 2020 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2020 with-alternative traffic CO 1-hour 
contribution.   
dThe State standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.   
eSCAQMD 2020 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2020 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.   
fSCAQMD 2020 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2020 with-alternative traffic CO 8-hour 
contribution. 
Source: ICF International, January 2010. 
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Similar to the proposed project, greenhouse gas emissions due to construction 
and operation of Alternative A would also result in less than significant 
impacts. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 would ensure that any 
impacts related to GHG emissions are reduced or avoided as much as possible. 

Cultural Resources (Historical, Archaeological and 
Paleontological) 

A less-than-significant impact on cultural resources would occur under this 
alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative A would convert existing curb lanes 
on Wilshire Boulevard to bus and right-turn only operation in the peak periods 
on weekdays.  To implement this alternative, curb lanes would be repaired or 
reconstructed, where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus 
lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to 
Wilshire Boulevard by widening and restriping.  As a result of consultation 
with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on April 3, 2008, 
for the purposes of the built environment survey, only those areas where 
changes would occur to curbs and sidewalks would be included in the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE).  This area is bounded by Bonsall Avenue to the east to 
Barrington Avenue to the west, extending one parcel on each side of Wilshire 
Boulevard excluding the north side of Wilshire between Bonsall Avenue and 
Federal Avenue  (see map in Appendix C).  The remainder of the proposed 
project alignment involves lane repaving and/or restriping, would not involve 
any physical changes to any architectural resources or sidewalk, has no 
potential to affect historic properties, and is excluded from the APE.  Of the 
eight buildings that were identified as historical resources under the CEQA 
Guidelines, none were found to be affected by Alternative A.  Although an 
identified resource located at 1250 Federal Avenue (United States Army 
Reserve Center/Sadao Munemori Hall) is located immediately adjacent to 
where the widening would occur, the improvements proposed under 
Alternative A would not have a direct or indirect impact on the historic 
resource.  As a result, based on field observations and a review of the proposed 
improvements under Alternative A, modifications to the sidewalks adjacent to 
the eight historic resources would have no direct or indirect impact on the 
characteristics that qualify those resources for inclusion in the National 
Register or the California Register. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative A would require construction 
activities.  However, as with the proposed project, the bulk of the project involves 
activities, such as sidewalk removal, pavement replacement, or restriping, which 
are not ground disturbing.  For purposes of this project, pavement replacement 
is not considered a ground-disturbing activity.  In those instances where sidewalk 
widths would be reduced or turn pockets altered, the projected depths of 
subsurface work are anticipated to be very shallow.  As with the proposed project, 
due to previous complications of encountering tar seepage during construction 
related activities in portions of the project corridor, the ground disturbance 
proposed for this alternative is not anticipated to go beyond two feet below the 
surface.  Given that the shallowest depth where archaeological and 
paleontological resources may be encountered is six feet, it is anticipated that this 
alternative would not result in any direct or indirect impacts on archaeological 
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and paleontological resources.128  Therefore, there would be no adverse effects on 
archaeological and paleontological resources. 

Noise and Vibration 

A less-than-significant impact due to noise and vibration would occur under 
this alternative. 

Construction 
Noise impacts from construction of Alternative A are expected to be similar to 
those of the proposed project since the same excavation and finishing activities 
for the reconstruction of the roadway base and the curbs are required for 
Alternative A as for the proposed project.  The only differences are that under 
Alternative A, there would be no jut-out removal activities for realignment of 
the curbs from Comstock Avenue to Malcolm Avenue and additional 
resurfacing/ reconstruction of the curb lanes between Fairfax Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard and between the western boundary of the City of Beverly 
Hills to Westholme Avenue would occur. Construction noise impacts would be 
less along the stretch of Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue under Alternative A than under the proposed project since 
the removal of jut-outs to create a curb lane would not occur.  However, noise 
impacts from Western Avenue to Fairfax Avenue would be extended from 
Western Avenue to San Vicente Boulevard under Alternative A.  In addition, 
reconstruction of curb lanes would also occur from the Beverly Hills western 
city limit to Westholme Avenue under Alternative A, where only the 
installation of signage to convert existing curb lanes to peak period bus lanes 
would occur under the proposed project.  Therefore, noise control measures 
(Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2) are also recommended during construction 
of Alternative A to reduce the noise levels to the extent practicable in order to 
minimize the impact on nearby sensitive receptors. 

Vibration levels due to Alternative A construction activity at nearby sensitive 
receptors would be temporary and would be well below the significance criteria 
of 0.2 inches per second Peak Particle Velocity, as demonstrated in Table 4.4-
10.  In addition, Alternative A would not require jut-out removal activities as 
under the proposed project.  Therefore, construction vibration and 
groundborne noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
Alternative A would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard to bus 
and right-turn only operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  Similar to the 
proposed project, for Alternative A curb lanes would be repaired or 
reconstructed where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus 
lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to 
Wilshire Boulevard by widening and restriping.  There are no proposed 
improvements that would result in a change in operational noise output, 
excluding changes related to traffic noise.  Traffic noise impacts are discussed 
below. 

                                                      
128 ICF International, Archaeological Survey Report for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, Los 
Angeles, California, April 2010. 
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According to the noise modeling results, since Alternative A would have a 
similar impact on traffic in the region, this alternative would not cause an 
exceedance of City of Los Angeles or County of Los Angeles noise standards 
or materially worsen an existing standard violation.  Noise levels under 
Alternative A in both 2012 and 2020 are predicted to result in no net change 
from those predicted under the base scenario at half of the locations and 
increase only slightly (1 dBA) at others (Table 5-11).  Since traffic noise levels 
would not increase by more than 1 dBA, traffic noise associated with 
Alternative A would result in less than significant impacts. 

Table 5-11: Predicted Traffic Noise Levels – Alternative A 
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M-1 Wilshire Blvd 
between Westlake 
Ave to Alvarado St 

68 69 69 69 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-2 Wilshire Blvd 
between Alvarado St 
to Park View St 

68 69 69 69 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-3 Wilshire Blvd 
between Shatto Pl to 
Vermont Ave 

69 70 69 70 70 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-4 Wilshire Blvd 
between Oxford Ave 
to Western Ave 

69 69 69 70 69 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-5 Wilshire Blvd 
between Crenshaw 
Blvd to Lorraine Blvd 

70 71 70 71 70 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-6 Wilshire Blvd 
between San Vicente 
Blvd to Tower Dr 

70 71 71 71 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-7 Wilshire Blvd 
between Beverly 
Glen Blvd to Holmby 
Ave 

71 71 71 72 71 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-8 Wilshire Blvd 
between Glendon 
Ave to Westwood 
Blvd 

70 71 71 71 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-9 Wilshire Blvd from 
Barrington Ave to 
Stoner Ave 

70 70 70 70 70 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-10 Olympic Blvd 
between Saltair Ave 
to Bundy Dr 

70 70 70 70 70  0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

Source: ICF International, 2010.  
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The CNEL metric was used as it is the metric used by the City of Los Angeles 
and County of Los Angeles with regards to noise thresholds.  In addition, it 
should be noted that the analysis performed for the proposed project is 
conservative since by using the CNEL metric, a worst-case scenario assumption 
of noise changes during the 24-hour period is used; however, Alternative A 
would only have a potential to affect conditions during a.m. and p.m. peak 
periods.  The CNEL metric used by the City and County of Los Angeles also 
applies a more stringent requirement during evening and late night hours.  
Alternative A would not change overnight noise conditions. 

Similar to the proposed project, groundborne vibration in the project vicinity 
would continue to be generated by vehicles traveling along the local roadways 
under Alternative A as they do in the existing condition.  For Alternative A, only 
the following two segments of the project corridor would result in a change in 
the distance from the nearest travel lanes to the adjacent land uses:  

• From Bonsall Avenue to Federal Avenue (approximately 0.4 mile), in 
order to accommodate an eastbound peak period bus lane, the sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be reduced to a 
uniform width.  Both eastbound and westbound lanes would be restriped.  
Wilshire Boulevard between Interstate 405 and Federal Avenue is 
bordered by the Veterans Administration (VA) property.  The sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard in this segment vary between 
10 and 15 feet.   

• From Federal Avenue to Barrington Avenue (approximately 0.1 mile), both 
sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be widened by reducing the sidewalk 
widths on both the north and south sides, allowing restriping of the street 
and creation of a new eastbound peak period bus lane and conversion of 
the westbound curb lane to a peak period bus lane.  The intersection of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Federal Avenue is extremely congested in the 
eastbound direction.  The widening of this two-block segment would allow 
buses to pass safely and quickly through the intersection of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Federal Avenue and provide a contiguous eastbound bus 
lane from Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue. 

There are no sensitive-receptors adjacent to the south side of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Sepulveda Boulevard and Federal Avenue.  There are also 
no sensitive receptors adjacent to either side of Wilshire Boulevard between 
Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue.  Therefore, Alternative A would result 
in less than significant operational vibration impacts, and no mitigation would 
be required. 

Land Use 

No impact on land use and planning would occur under this alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include transportation 
improvements to portions of the Wilshire Corridor, an existing transportation 
corridor.  No land uses would be acquired, and no land uses would be 
converted to transportation uses under this alternative.  Similar to the proposed 

127



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-30 April 2011 

project, no impacts on land use or compatibility with surrounding land uses 
would occur.  No mitigation measures would be required. 

Aesthetics 

A less-than-significant impact would occur relative to the visual character, 
integrity, and quality of the project corridor under Alternative A. 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not include structures 
or other elements that would potentially obstruct views of far-off scenic 
features or structures and places that contribute to the visual character of the 
corridor, such as the potentially historic or historically significant cultural 
resources.  The jut-outs would not be removed between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue, and, therefore, no trees would be removed in this area.  
However, Alternative A would also involve the extension of the eastbound 
left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard and street widening between Bonsall 
and Federal Avenues, which would affect the existing median, resulting in 
the removal of a number of small jacaranda trees.  This alternative would 
comply with all local construction standards and guidelines, and as such, 
would not significantly affect the visual integrity of the surrounding 
neighborhood and streetscape/landscape along Wilshire Boulevard.  Similar 
to the proposed project, this alternative would not result in a substantial new 
amount of lighting, or shadow effects, along Wilshire Boulevard.  Because 
this alternative involves a smaller project area and does not include the 
removal of jut-outs and street trees, fewer visual changes would occur than 
under the proposed project.  Therefore, less than significant visual impacts 
would result under Alternative A. 

Biology 

A less-than-significant impact would occur relative to biological resources 
under Alternative A. 

As discussed for the proposed project, Alternative A is entirely within the 
Wilshire corridor.  The project corridor is already used by buses and other 
vehicles.  To create peak period curbside bus lanes to accommodate existing 
buses would not create any new impacts to existing biological resources, 
including sensitive or special-status species, in the project corridor and 
vicinity.  In addition, the urban setting of the Wilshire corridor provides no 
opportunity for accessible movement between two or more existing open 
spaces.  Operation of Alternative A would not create any new impacts related 
to ecologically sensitive areas and endangered species beyond existing 
conditions.  Therefore, no adverse effects related to sensitive biological 
resources are anticipated to occur.  Furthermore, Alternative A would avoid 
impacts to existing street trees on the jut-out sidewalk areas between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue that have been identified as potential 
migratory bird nesting habitat.  The segment of the proposed project, where 
an existing eastbound left-turn pocket would be extended and the street 
widened between Bonsall and Federal Avenues, would involve the removal of 
a maximum of 30 small jacaranda trees between I-405 and Federal Avenue.  
However, these trees are ornamental and would not provide suitable habitat 
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for migratory birds.  Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur 
under Alternative A. 

5.2.3 Alternative A-1 – Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Alternative A-1 – Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue includes the same improvements as 
Alternative A; however, Alternative A-1 proposes 7.7 miles of exclusive bus 
lanes as compared to 8.7 miles under Alternative A.  Alternative A-1 reduces 
the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue.  Similar to Alternative A, an additional 0.6 mile of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing would occur between Fairfax Avenue and San 
Vicente Boulevard.  Unlike Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would not 
reconstruct the curb lanes and resurface the roadway between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (1.2 miles).  In 
addition to the TPS enhancements described under the proposed project and 
Alternative A, this alternative would also include a TPS communication 
system upgrade that would help synchronize the traffic signal progression 
along Wilshire Boulevard, thus reducing potential delay and congestion on 
the corridor.  In areas along Wilshire Boulevard where no bus lanes are 
implemented, the buses would operate with mixed-flow traffic.  

A reduction of approximately 8 to 12 minutes in passenger travel time per trip 
is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A-1.  The 
implementation of Alternative A-1 would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard, which operates approximately 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A-1.  The key elements of this refined 
alternative are summarized from east to west, as follows and as presented in 
Figure 1-6 in Chapter 1.0 (Introduction). 

• 7.7 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard (5.4 miles), the western border of the City of Beverly Hills to 
Comstock Avenue (0.5 mile), Selby Avenue to mid-block Gayley/Veteran 
Avenue (0.5 mile), and Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue (1.3 miles); 

• 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard; 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile);  

• Lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard by 
approximately 470 feet;  

• Widen Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue to accommodate bus lanes (0.7 mile); and 

•  TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor. 
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Impacts 

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

Significant unavoidable impacts on eight local intersections would occur under 
this alternative.  However, as with the proposed project and Alternative A, 
impacts on local residential streets, parking, emergency access, and impacts 
related to transitional conflict between buses and automobiles would be less 
than significant. 

Levels of Service 
A traffic study was prepared by Iteris in February of 2011, which included 
analysis of Alternative A-1.  The traffic study examined year 2012 and year 2020 
with project alternative intersection Level of Service (LOS) conditions during 
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the 74 study intersections, as shown in Tables 
5-12 through 5-15. 

The following 8 intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted in year 
2012 with Alternative A-1 conditions: 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); and 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour). 

The following 13 intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted in year 
2020 with Alternative A-1 conditions: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Overland Avenue/Pico Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• La Brea Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours);and 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour). 
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Table 5-12: Year 2012 With Alternative A-1 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 92.3 F 82.7 F -9.6 2.5 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 29.9 C 29.5 C -0.4 6.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 118.4 F 120.5 F 2.1 2.5 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.0 A 11.3 B 3.3 - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 60.3 E 92.4 F 32.1 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 42.5 D 4.4 4.0 Yes 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 67.8 E 58.8 E * 2.5 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 207.8 F 206.6 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 236.4 F 219.3 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 66.8 E 54.6 D * 4.0 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 34.5 C 33.6 C * 6.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 20.6 C 13.1 B * - - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 91.6 F 59.4 E * 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.6 B 15.8 B -0.8 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.9 B 17.3 B 0.4 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.5 B 17.1 B 0.6 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 27.8 C 27.8 C 0.0 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.8 C 26.9 C 0.1 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.9 D 47.1 D -1.8 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 46.4 D 42.0 D -4.4 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 20.6 C 21.7 C 1.1 6.0 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 122.9 F 122.1 F -0.8 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 30.0 C 30.6 C 0.6 6.0 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 60.7 E 59.2 E -1.5 2.5 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 20.5 C 19.9 B -0.6 - - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 46.8 D 46.9 D 0.1 4.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 28.5 C 26.8 C -1.7 6.0 - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 99.5 F 101.8 F 2.3 2.5 - 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 51.1 D 52.2 D 1.1 4.0 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 33.9 C 35.5 D 1.6 4.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 23.8 C 22.8 C ‐1.0 6.0 - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 38.7 D 41.1 D 2.4 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.6 D 40.3 D 2.7 4.0 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 67.3 E 67.4 E 0.1 2.5 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 15.0 B 15.1 B 0.1 ‐ - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 42.6 D 43.2 D 0.6 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 53.0 D 51.7 D ‐1.3 4.0 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 12.2 B 8.7 A ‐3.5 ‐ - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 39.1 D 41.2 D 2.1 4.0 - 
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Table 5-12: Year 2012 With Alternative A-1 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 60.1 E 62.0 E 1.9 2.5 - 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 70.4 E 69.7 E ‐0.7 2.5 - 
42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 34.5 C 33.8 C ‐0.7 6.0 ‐ 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 69.6 E 69.7 E 0.1 2.5 ‐ 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 47.1 D 49.1 D 2.0 4.0 ‐ 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 42.3 D 41.7 D ‐0.6 4.0 ‐ 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 15.6 B 15.5 B ‐0.1 ‐ ‐ 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 58.9 E 52.3 D ‐6.6 4.0 ‐ 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 18.9 B 19.1 B 0.2 ‐ ‐ 
49. Western Ave/6th St 27.2 C 27.1 C ‐0.1 6.0 ‐ 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 39.6 D 41.4 D 1.8 4.0 ‐ 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 17.5 B 17.4 B ‐0.1 ‐ ‐ 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 76.2 E 73.5 E * 2.5 ‐ 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 104.0 F 122.5 F 18.5 2.5 Yes 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 37.5 D 44.2 D 6.7 4.0 Yes 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 44.2 D 47.1 D 2.9 4.0 ‐ 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 31.9 C 32.7 C 0.8 6.0 ‐ 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 56.8 E 49.0 D * 4.0 ‐ 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 60.1 E 59.5 E * 2.5 ‐ 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 23.0 C 21.6 C * 6.0 ‐ 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 11.7 B 11.7 B 0.0 ‐ ‐ 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 8.4 A 9.6 A 1.2 ‐ ‐ 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 11.4 B 12.7 B 1.3 ‐ ‐ 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.2 B 16.3 B 0.1 ‐ ‐ 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 21.4 C 23.0 C 1.6 6.0 ‐ 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 13.4 B 13.4 B 0.0 ‐ ‐ 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 27.0 C 32.8 C 5.8 6.0 ‐ 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.0 D 42.5 D 5.5 4.0 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 31.2 C 29.9 C ‐1.3 6.0 ‐ 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 46.6 D 44.9 D ‐1.7 4.0 ‐ 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 48.2 D 51.4 D 3.2 4.0 ‐ 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 68.5 E 76.0 E 7.5 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 31.6 C 33.9 D 2.3 4.0 ‐ 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.5 D 38.1 D 0.6 4.0 ‐ 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 23.9 C 24.7 C 0.8 6.0 � 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-13: Year 2012 With Alternative A-1 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 41.5 D 40.8 D -0.7 4.0 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 49.4 D 42.8 D -6.6 4.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 46.0 D 39.3 D -6.7 4.0 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.3 A 7.6 A * - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 77.2 E 100.0 F 22.8 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 32.9 C 30.8 C * 6.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 49.9 D 45.7 D * 4.0 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 111.5 F 95.7 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 114.9 F 106.6 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 62.7 E 46.7 D * 4.0 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 37.0 D * 4.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 25.7 C 17.0 B * - - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 95.3 F 75.8 E -19.5 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.9 B 17.1 B 0.2 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.0 B 16.1 B 0.1 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.1 B 15.5 B 0.4 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 31.0 C 31.2 C 0.2 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.3 C 26.0 C -0.3 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 52.4 D 49.2 D -3.2 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 46.6 D 44.6 D -2.0 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 61.2 E 66.0 E 4.8 2.5 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 90.7 F 89.8 F -0.9 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 72.9 E 82.3 F 9.4 2.5 Yes 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 48.9 D 53.3 D 4.4 4.0 Yes 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 23.2 C 23.5 C 0.3 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 27.8 C 28.5 C 0.7 6.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 18.0 B 17.7 B -0.3 - - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 73.3 E 75.8 E 2.5 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 56.3 E 55.8 E -0.5 2.5 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.5 D 52.8 E 1.3 2.5 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 13.6 B 18.9 B 5.3 - - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 44.5 D 45.9 D 1.4 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 65.5 E 63.7 E -1.8 2.5 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 49.0 D 52.0 D 3.0 4.0 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 20.6 C 21.2 C 0.6 6.0 - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 44.9 D 46.2 D 1.3 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 65.6 E 67.3 E 1.7 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 19.1 B 19.0 B -0.1 6.0 - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 70.1 E 74.7 E 4.6 2.5 Yes 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 122.9 F 116.7 F -6.2 2.5 - 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 44.6 D 44.3 D -0.3 4.0 - 
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Table 5-13: Year 2012 With Alternative A-1 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 26.2 C 26.7 C 0.5 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 29.9 C 31.2 C 1.3 6.0 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 54.8 D 54.1 E -0.7 2.5 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 43.8 D 41.5 D -2.3 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 13.9 B 13.0 B -0.9 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 78.5 E 80.0 E 1.5 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 18.2 B 21.9 C 3.7 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 30.8 C 30.9 C 0.1 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 47.2 D 46.6 D -0.6 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 20.3 C 19.5 B -0.8 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 116.6 F 90.5 F * 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 151.5 F 149.2 F * 2.5 - 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 34.8 C 36.5 D 1.7 4.0 - 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.6 D 32.7 C * 6.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 21.5 C 23.9 C 2.4 6.0 - 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 111.1 F 84.5 F * 2.5 - 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 65.8 E 57.1 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 30.4 C 31.9 C 1.5 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 13.6 B 14.9 B 1.3 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 10.9 B 11.7 B 0.8 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 15.5 B 17.5 B 2.0 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.8 B 16.9 B 0.1 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 30.7 C 32.7 C 2.0 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 14.1 B 14.2 B 0.1 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 23.0 C 24.8 C 1.8 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 60.9 E 83.6 F 22.7 2.5 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 22.8 C 23.2 C 0.4 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 68.0 E 67.5 E -0.5 2.5 - 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 71.0 E 67.7 E -3.3 2.5 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.8 D 50.2 D -1.6 4.0 - 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 48.0 D 50.4 D 2.4 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 63.7 E 63.3 E -0.4 2.5 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 33.2 C 34.0 C 0.8 6.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-14: Year 2020 With Alternative A-1 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 103.4 F 109.3 F 5.9 2.5 Yes 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 26.8 C 28.5 C 1.7 6.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 147.8 F 137.9 F -9.9 2.5 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.3 A 11.4 B 3.1 - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 63.7 E 102.6 F 38.9 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 47.0 D 8.9 4.0 Yes 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 68.4 E 59.4 E * 2.5 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 186.0 F 187.3 F 1.3 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 243.7 F 233.0 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 75.2 E 56.3 E * 2.5 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 36.1 D 34.5 C * 6.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 23.3 C 14.8 B * - - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 92.0 F 59.0 E * 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.7 B 15.9 B 0.2 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 17.0 B 17.1 B 0.1 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 17.1 B 17.5 B 0.4 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 28.5 C 28.2 C -0.3 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.9 C 27.0 C 0.1 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.0 D 47.0 D -1.0 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 39.9 D 40.6 D 0.7 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 21.7 C 22.0 C 0.3 6.0 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 122.2 F 126.1 F 3.9 2.5 Yes 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 32.8 C 33.9 C 1.1 6.0 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 63.2 E 61.8 E -1.4 2.5 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 20.9 C 20.5 C -0.4 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 47.3 D 44.9 D -2.4 4.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 29.0 C 28.5 C -0.5 6.0 - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 100.3 F 105.0 F 4.7 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 52.5 D 54.1 D 1.6 4.0 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 34.6 C 34.3 C -0.3 6.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 22.7 C 26.9 C 4.2 6.0 - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 41.3 D 40.1 D -1.2 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 40.1 D 39.7 D -0.4 4.0 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 69.0 E 68.7 E -0.3 2.5 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 15.2 B 15.5 B 0.3 - - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 41.7 D 41.8 D 0.1 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 54.4 D 55.6 E 1.2 2.5 -- 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 11.0 B 11.0 B 0.0 - - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 39.6 D 49.8 D 10.2 4.0 Yes 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 62.8 E 68.5 E 5.7 2.5 Yes 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 79.0 E 75.2 E -3.8 2.5 - 
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Table 5-14: Year 2020 With Alternative A-1 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 34.8 C 34.8 C 0.0 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 74.2 E 75.0 E 0.8 2.5 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 49.7 D 52.6 D 2.9 4.0 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 46.3 D 47.3 D 1.0 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 16.1 B 15.7 B -0.4 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 71.2 E 67.0 E -4.2 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 22.2 C 20.1 C -2.1 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 27.9 C 27.7 C -0.2 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 42.8 D 43.9 D 1.1 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 18.6 B 19.2 B 0.6 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 81.5 F 76.9 E * 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 111.2 F 134.9 F 23.7 2.5 Yes 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 39.0 D 51.4 D 12.4 4.0 Yes 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 48.2 D 50.5 D 2.3 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 37.4 D 41.3 D 3.9 4.0 - 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 67.2 E 57.1 E * 2.5 - 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 72.5 E 69.6 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 22.9 C 21.7 C * 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 12.5 B 13.6 B 1.1 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 10.1 B 12.8 B 2.7 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 15.7 B 13.4 B -2.3 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.4 B 16.6 B 0.2 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 24.7 C 24.9 C 0.2 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 13.9 B 13.8 B -0.1 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 32.4 C 31.5 C -0.6 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 35.0 D 46.3 D 11.3 4.0 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 28.3 C 30.1 C 1.8 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 53.7 D 58.0 E 4.3 2.5 Yes 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 50.7 D 51.4 D 0.7 4.0 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 73.5 E 82.4 F 8.9 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.4 D 40.8 D 3.4 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 39.8 D 40.6 D 0.8 4.0 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 29.9 C 31.2 C 1.3 6.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 

 

136



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-39 April 2011 

Table 5-15: Year 2020 With Alternative A-1 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 38.2 D 34.5 C -3.7 6.0 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 50.0 D 48.4 D -1.6 4.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 43.6 D 43.2 D -0.4 4.0 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.9 A 8.4 A * � - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 80.4 F 116.8 F 36.4 2.5 Yes 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 33.8 C 32.0 C * 6.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 49.9 D 47.2 D * 4.0 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 109.0 F 105.2 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 126.6 F 111.2 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 64.0 E 55.6 E * 2.5 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 39.4 D 40.7 D 1.3 4.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 26.9 C 17.8 B * � - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 112.5 F 82.9 F * 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 17.5 B 17.2 B -0.3 � - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.1 B 16.2 B 0.1 � - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.7 B 15.8 B 0.1 � - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 31.3 C 31.3 C 0.0 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 25.7 C 25.5 C -0.2 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.5 D 48.9 D 0.4 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 44.6 D 44.4 D -0.2 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 63.5 E 64.3 E 0.8 2.5 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 91.3 F 90.6 F -0.7 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 78.9 E 88.5 F 9.6 2.5 Yes 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 53.8 D 54.2 D 0.4 4.0 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 23.3 C 24.0 C 0.7 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 28.0 C 27.6 C -0.4 6.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 18.3 B 18.5 B 0.2 � - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 77.9 E 75.5 E -2.4 2.5 - 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 56.7 E 56.3 E -0.4 2.5 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 58.2 E 58.4 E 0.2 2.5 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 15.0 B 14.2 B -0.8 � - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 47.1 D 48.6 D 1.5 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 69.1 E 66.8 E -2.3 2.5 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 54.7 D 56.5 E 1.8 2.5 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 20.9 C 21.5 C 0.6 6.0 - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 46.2 D 47.8 D 1.6 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 73.8 E 74.9 E 1.1 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 24.9 C 20.6 C -4.3 6.0 - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 77.3 E 80.3 F 3.0 2.5 Yes 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 122.1 F 118.7 F -3.4 2.5 - 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 47.3 D 47.8 D 0.5 4.0 - 
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Table 5-15: Year 2020 With Alternative A-1 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 27.4 C 28.8 C 1.4 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 34.5 C 33.3 C -1.2 6.0 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 56.6 E 55.0 E -1.6 2.5 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 45.4 D 45.5 D 0.1 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 13.9 B 12.9 B -1.0 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 96.1 F 95.6 F -0.5 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 23.4 C 23.9 C 0.5 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 31.8 C 31.9 C 0.1 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 50.0 D 48.5 D -1.5 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 21.9 C 21.2 C -0.7 6.0 - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 127.9 F 103.1 F * 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 158.4 F 163.6 F 5.2 2.5 Yes 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 40.7 D 43.9 D 3.2 4.0 - 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 40.9 D 38.4 D * 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 24.8 C 26.3 C 1.5 6.0 - 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 122.1 F 97.7 F * 2.5 - 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 77.6 E 68.5 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 34.9 C 34.7 C * 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 15.1 B 17.5 B 2.4 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 11.4 B 12.2 B 0.8 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 16.0 B 18.6 B 2.6 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 17.2 B 17.5 B 0.3 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 35.2 D 37.0 D 1.8 4.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 14.7 B 14.8 B 0.1 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 24.7 C 23.4 C -1.3 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.4 E 85.2 F 17.8 2.5 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 26.5 C 25.0 C -1.5 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 79.5 E 82.4 F 2.9 2.5 Yes 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.1 E 68.4 E 1.3 2.5 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 57.2 E 59.3 E 2.1 2.5 - 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 53.8 D 53.6 D -0.2 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 70.2 E 71.0 E 0.8 2.5 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 37.8 D 37.6 D -0.2 4.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Since several intersections are impacted in one year but not in the other, a total 
of 14 intersections are significantly impacted by Alternative A-1 in at least one 
of the years, as shown in Tables 5-16 through 5-19.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure T-1, 6 of the 14 significantly impacted intersections are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels under this alternative.  Improvements at 
three of the remaining eight significantly impacted intersections further reduce 
traffic impacts during a.m. and/or p.m. peak hour conditions by an average of 
31 percent but not enough to fully mitigate the impacts under this alternative.  
The following intersections are forecast to remain significantly impacted in 
either year 2012 or year 2020 under Alternative A-1 since no feasible mitigation 
measures that fully mitigate impacts at these intersections could be identified: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard; 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Beverly Glen Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard;  

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard; 

• Overland Avenue/Pico Boulevard; 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; and 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would result 
in significant impacts related to exceedance of LOS criteria for multiple 
intersections in both 2012 and 2020 project years.   

Local Residential Streets 
Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, under Alternative A-1, study 
intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of Lindbrook Drive and 
Ashton Avenue would operate at LOS D or better in 2012 and 2020.  Therefore, 
it is not expected that a significant amount of traffic would divert from Wilshire 
Boulevard to these local residential streets.  In the vicinity of Goshen Avenue, 
the Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard and Federal Avenue-San Vicente 
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersections are projected to operate at LOS E 
or F in 2012 and 2020.  However, traffic diversion onto Goshen Avenue is 
unlikely since Goshen Avenue runs for only a short distance, eastbound left-
turn movements from Wilshire Boulevard to Bundy Drive are relatively high-
delay movements during peak hours, and northbound left-turn movements 
from San Vicente Boulevard to Goshen Avenue are prohibited.  Therefore, no 
significant impacts to local residential streets are expected under Alternative A-
1.  
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Table 5-16: Year 2012 With-Alternative A-1 AM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012  
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

Mitigated 
2012 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 60.3 E 89.9 F 29.6 2.5 Yes 8% 

6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 38.9 D 0.8 4.0 No 100% 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 104.0 F 120.0 F 16.0 2.5 Yes 17% 

54. La Brea Ave/ Wilshire Blvd 37.5 D 41.7 D 4.2 4.0 Yes 93% 

67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.0 D 35.0 C -2.0 4.0 No 100% 

71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 68.5 E 68.5 E 0.0 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
 
 

Table 5-17: Year 2012 With-Alternative A-1 PM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012  
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

Mitigated 
2012 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 77.2 E 97.5 F 20.3 2.5 Yes 12% 

23. Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl 72.9 E 82.3 F 9.4 2.5 Yes 0% 

24. Beverly Glen Bl/Santa 
Monica Blvd 48.9 D 53.3 D 4.4 4.0 Yes 0% 
28. Bundy Drive/Olympic Bl 73.3 E 70.1 E -3.2 2.5 No 100% 

39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 70.1 E 74.7 E 4.6 2.5 Yes 0% 

67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 60.9 E 58.6 F -2.3 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-18: Year 2020 With-Alternative A-1 AM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2020  
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

Mitigated 
2020 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Bl 103.4 F 109.3 F 5.9 2.5 Yes 0% 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl 63.7 E 100.1 F 36.4 2.5 Yes 7% 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Bl 38.1 D 42.0 D 3.9 4.0 No 100% 
22. Westwood Bl/Santa Monica Bl 122.2 F 120.3 F -1.9 2.5 No 100% 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl 100.3 F 89.6 F -10.7 2.5 No 100% 
39. Westwood Bl/Pico Bl 39.6 D 49.8 D 10.2 4.0 Yes 0% 
40, Overland Ave/Pico Bl 62.8 E 68.5 E 5.7 2.5 Yes 0% 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Bl 111.2 F 132.4 F 21.2 2.5 Yes 12% 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Bl 39.0 D 48.9 D 9.9 4.0 Yes 30% 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Bl 35.0 D 36.3 D 1.3 4.0 No 100% 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Bl 53.7 D 51.0 D -2.7 2.5 No 100% 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Bl 73.5 E 74.9 F 1.4 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service 

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
 
 
Table 5-19: Year 2020 With-Alternative A-1 PM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 

with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2020  
Without 

Alternative 
A-1 

Mitigated 
2020 With 
Alternative 

A-1 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Bl 80.4 F 114.3 F 33.9 2.5 Yes 7% 

23. Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl 78.9 E 88.5 F 9.6 2.5 Yes 0% 

39. Westwood Bl/Pico Bl 77.3 E 80.3 E 3.0 2.5 Yes 0% 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Bl 158.4 F 161.1 F 2.7 2.5 Yes 93% 

67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Bl 67.4 E 57.9 E -9.5 2.5 No 100% 

69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Bl 79.5 E 79.4 E -0.1 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service 

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Parking 
Similar to the proposed project, under Alternative A-1, approximately 11 
parking spaces between S. Park View Street and Fairfax Avenue (a distance of 
approximately 4.8 miles) would be removed to accommodate larger or relocated 
bus stops in order to facilitate bus movements in and out of stops.  The 
removed parking spaces would be spread throughout this segment of the 
project, with no more than three spaces being removed on any single block.  
The removed parking spaces would have a small effect on parking supply 
during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is prohibited under 
current conditions, so the removal of these parking spaces would not affect 
parking supply at all. 

Under Alternative A-1, parking supply would be unchanged between Comstock 
Avenue and Malcolm Avenue since jut-outs in this area would be retained, and 
no bus lanes would be implemented.  Therefore, no change in parking would 
occur in this area, and no impact would occur. 

Transitional Conflicts 
The following summarizes the automobile/bus transitional locations along the 
project route in the eastbound and westbound directions under Alternative A-1 
conditions: 

Eastbound 

• East of Veteran Avenue, mixed-flow capacity would drop from four lanes 
to three lanes as the bus lane occupies the curb lane.  

• At Glendon Avenue, the roadway capacity would drop from three lanes of 
mixed-flow traffic and a bus lane west of Glendon Avenue to three lanes 
of mixed-flow traffic east at Malcolm Avenue, with truncation of the bus 
lane.  Therefore, buses traveling in the bus lane west of Glendon Avenue 
would merge into mixed-flow traffic east of Glendon Avenue.  This 
situation is similar to current conditions, in which all traffic in the curb 
lane must merge from four lanes into three at this point.  

• At the western Beverly Hills City limits (approximately 500 feet west of the 
Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection), the bus lane would transition 
to a mixed-flow lane.  Therefore, three eastbound through lanes would 
remain at the Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection.  Alternative A-1 
would not reduce capacity at this intersection or increase the number of 
queued vehicles.  However, the length of queues might increase because 
vehicles would be traveling in two lanes instead of three as they enter the City 
of Beverly Hills. 

• East of San Vicente Boulevard (City of Beverly Hills boundary), a 
transition area of approximately 300 feet would be provided to allow 
through traffic to exit the bus lane.  

Westbound 

• At S. Park View Street, it is proposed that appropriate signage be installed 
along Wilshire Boulevard to inform motorists of bus lane operation 
during peak hours. 
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• At the western City of Beverly Hills boundary, the mixed-flow capacity would 
drop from three lanes of traffic to two lanes of traffic as the bus lane would 
occupy the curb lane.  

• At Comstock Avenue, the mixed-flow capacity would increase from two lanes 
east of Comstock Avenue to three lanes west of Comstock Avenue. 

• Near Malcolm Avenue, the mixed-flow capacity of three lanes would remain 
unchanged from east of Malcolm Avenue to west of Malcolm Avenue.  Since 
the westernmost jut-out is just west of Malcolm Avenue, the bus lane would 
occupy the additional traffic lane adjacent to the curb lane that begins west of 
the jut-outs. 

• Between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue, the curb lane would be 
used as a bus as well as right-turn only lane along the entire segment.  

In order to reduce or avoid these conflicts, Alternative A-1 would install 
appropriate signage along Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of these 
locations, in order to inform motorists of bus lane operation during peak 
hours. 

For potential traffic conflicts in both eastbound and westbound directions along 
Wilshire Boulevard, this signage would ensure that operation of the project 
under Alternative A-1 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
automobile/bus transition conflicts. 

Emergency Access 
Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would 
allow emergency vehicles to use the bus lanes when they are in operation.  
Because these lanes would be free of most other vehicular traffic, 
emergency response time would likely improve during peak periods.  
During construction activities, alternative access routes would be utilized, 
and local emergency access would be retained at all times.  Therefore, a less-
than-significant impact would occur. 

Air Quality 

A less than significant air quality impact would occur under this alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, construction activities 
would occur under Alternative A-1.  As with the proposed project and 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would be subject to the SCAQMD’s AQMP.  
Alternative A-1 would be consistent with all local general plans, as well as be 
compatible with the surrounding uses.  Because Alternative A-1 would be 
consistent with the local general plan, pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, 
Alternative A-1 is considered consistent with the region’s AQMP.  As such, 
regional operations emissions for Alternative A-1 would be accounted for in 
the AQMP.  In addition, project construction would comply with AQMP 
emissions control strategies such as Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), Rule 1108 
(Cutback Asphalt), and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), among other 
control strategies.  Accordingly, Alternative A-1 would be consistent with 
the projections in the AQMP, thus resulting in a less-than-significant 
impact. 
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With regard to regional construction-period impacts under Alternative A-1, 
impacts would be similar to those disclosed for the proposed project and 
Alternative A since the construction activity under Alternative A-1 would be 
comparable to that proposed under the project and Alternative A.  There would 
be no jut-out removal between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and 
there would be no bus lane-related construction for one mile from Comstock 
Avenue to Selby Avenue and for 0.3 mile from approximately 300 feet east of 
Veteran Avenue to the I-405 northbound ramps.  However, there would be an 
additional 0.6 mile of curb lane reconstruction/ resurfacing between Fairfax 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard.  Similar to the proposed project and 
Alternative A, criteria pollutant emissions under Alternative A-1 would be less 
than the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds, and as such, would 
result in a less-than-significant regional air quality impact. 

Similarly, with regard to localized construction-period impacts under 
Alternative A-1, impacts would be similar to those disclosed for the proposed 
project and Alternative A.  Localized emissions under Alternative A-1 would 
be less than the applicable SCAQMD LST significance thresholds, and as 
such, would result in a less-than-significant localized air quality impact. 

Operation period air quality impacts expected under Alternative A-1 would be 
similar to those under the proposed project and Alternative A.  Air quality 
impacts that would potentially result from traffic impacts during the operation 
of Alternative A-1 were found to be less than significant, for both criteria 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants.  No violation of air quality standards 
would occur.   

Under Alternative A-1, CO concentrations for a.m. and p.m. 1- and 8-hour CO 
levels for build-out year 2012 and horizon year 2020 are presented in Tables 5-
20 and 5-21, respectively.  As shown in the tables, Alternative A-1 would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on 1-hour or 8-hour local CO concentrations 
due to mobile source emissions.  Similar to the proposed project and 
Alternative A, less-than-significant impacts would occur at the intersections 
with the highest traffic volumes located adjacent to sensitive receptors.  
Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations 
in the study area because the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be 
worse than those concentrations occurring at the analyzed intersections. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, greenhouse gas emissions 
due to construction and operation of Alternative A-1 would also result in less 
than significant impacts.  Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 would 
ensure that any impacts related to GHG emissions are reduced or avoided as 
much as possible. 
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Table 5-20.  Alternative A-1 (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Bundy @ Wilshire 
AM 7.3 7.4 No 4.8 4.9 No 
PM 7.5 7.4 No 5.0 4.9 No 

Barrington @ Wilshire 
AM 7.2 7.1 No 4.8 4.7 No 
PM 7.1 7.0 No 4.7 4.6 No 

Veteran @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 
PM 7.4 7.4 No 4.9 4.9 No 

Overland @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 7.3 7.4 No 4.8 4.9 No 
PM 7.4 7.4 No 4.9 4.9 No 

S. Beverly Glen @ 
Santa Monica 

AM 8.2 8.4 No 5.5 5.6 No 
PM 8.3 8.7 No 5.5 5.8 No 

Ave of the Stars @ 
Santa Monica 

AM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 
PM 7.7 7.8 No 5.1 5.2 No 

Bundy @ Olympic 
AM 8.7 8.7 No 5.8 5.8 No 
PM 8.5 8.6 No 5.7 5.7 No 

Barrington @ Olympic 
AM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 
PM 8.6 8.6 No 5.7 5.7 No 

Sepulveda @ Olympic 
AM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 
PM 8.8 8.8 No 5.9 5.9 No 

Westwood @ Olympic 
AM 8.1 8.1 No 5.4 5.4 No 
PM 9.3 9.3 No 6.2 6.2 No 

Overland @ Olympic 
AM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 
PM 8.4 8.6 No 5.6 5.7 No 

S. Beverly Glen @ 
Olympic 

AM 8.7 8.7 No 5.8 5.8 No 
PM 8.6 8.7 No 5.7 5.8 No 

Century Park W @ 
Olympic 

AM 8.5 8.5 No 5.7 5.7 No 
PM 7.7 7.8 No 5.1 5.2 No 

Century Park E @ 
Olympic 

AM 8.8 9.0 No 5.9 6.0 No 
PM 8.4 8.5 No 5.6 5.7 No 

Sepulveda @ Pico 
AM 8.2 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 
PM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 

Westwood @ Pico 
AM 7.7 7.7 No 5.1 5.1 No 
PM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 

Overland @ Pico 
AM 8.7 8.6 No 5.8 5.7 No 
PM 8.8 8.8 No 5.9 5.9 No 

Highland @ 3rd 
AM 7.8 7.9 No 5.2 5.3 No 
PM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Western @ 3rd 
AM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 
PM 7.7 7.7 No 5.1 5.1 No 

Highland @ 6th 
AM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 
PM 7.0 7.6 No 4.6 5.0 No 

Vermont @ 6th 
AM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 
PM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

Fairfax @ Wilshire 
AM 8.2 8.0 No 5.5 5.3 No 
PM 8.6 8.3 No 5.7 5.5 No 
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Table 5-20.  Alternative A-1 (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

La Brea @ Wilshire 
AM 7.8 8.1 No 5.2 5.4 No 

PM 8.3 8.1 No 5.5 5.4 No 

Highland @ Wilshire 
AM 7.9 7.7 No 5.3 5.1 No 

PM 7.8 7.7 No 5.2 5.1 No 

Crenshaw @ Wilshire 
AM 7.4 7.2 No 4.9 4.8 No 

PM 7.5 7.2 No 5.0 4.8 No 

Alvarado @ Wilshire 
AM 7.6 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Vermont @ 8th 
AM 7.2 7.2 No 4.8 4.8 No 

PM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 

Fairfax @ San Vicente 
AM 7.7 7.8 No 5.1 5.2 No 

PM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 

Fairfax @ Olympic 
AM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 

PM 7.9 8.0 No 5.3 5.3 No 

Highland @ Olympic 
AM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Crenshaw @ Olympic 
AM 8.5 8.6 No 5.7 5.7 No 

PM 8.3 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 

Western @ Olympic 
AM 8.0 8.1 No 5.3 5.4 No 

PM 8.1 8.2 No 5.4 5.5 No 

Alvarado @ Olympic 
AM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

PM 7.9 8.0 No 5.3 5.3 No 

Notes:  
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix C.  
 ppm = parts per million  
aPeak hour traffic volumes are based on the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
for the project by Iteris, 2011.. 
bSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.   
cSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 1-hour 
contribution.   
dThe State standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.   
eSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.   
fSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 8-hour 
contribution. 

Source: ICF International, March 2011. 
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Table 5-21.  Alternative A-1 (Year 2020)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Veteran @ Sunset 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 

S Beverly Glen @ 
Sunset 

AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Bundy @ Wilshire 
AM 6.0 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Barrington @ Wilshire 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.8 No 3.9 3.8 No 

S. Beverly Glen @ 
Wilshire 

AM 6.4 6.8 No 4.2 4.5 No 
PM 6.3 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Westwood @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Overland @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Century Park W @ 
Santa Monica 

AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Bundy @ Olympic 
AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Barrington @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Veteran @ Olympic 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Westwood @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 7.0 7.1 No 4.6 4.7 No 

Beverly Glen @ 
Olympic 

AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

Century Park W @ 
Olympic 

AM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

E Century Park @ 
Olympic 

AM 6.8 6.9 No 4.5 4.6 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Sepulveda @ Pico 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Westwood @ Pico 
AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Overland @ Pico 
AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

La Brea @ 3rd 
AM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Western @ 3rd 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

Vermont @ 3rd 
AM 6.3 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Highland @ 6th 
AM 5.8 6.1 No 3.8 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
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Table 5-21.  Alternative A-1 (Year 2020)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-1 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Vermont @ 6th 
AM 6.3 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Fairfax @ Wilshire 
AM 6.4 6.3 No 4.2 4.1 No 
PM 6.6 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

La Brea @ Wilshire 
AM 6.5 6.4 No 4.3 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.4 No 4.3 4.2 No 

Highland @ Wilshire 
AM 6.3 6.1 No 4.1 4.0 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Crenshaw @ Wilshire 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.1 6.0 No 4.0 3.9 No 

Vermont @ 8th 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Fairfax @ Olympic 
AM 6.9 6.3 No 4.6 4.1 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

San Vicente @ Olympic 
AM 6.5 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

La Brea @ Olympic 
AM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

Crenshaw @ Olympic 
AM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Western @ Olympic 
AM 6.3 6.4 No 4.1 4.2 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Vermont @ Olympic  
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Alvarado @ Olympic 
AM 6.2 6.1 No 4.1 4.0 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Notes:  
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix C.  
 ppm = parts per million  
aPeak hour traffic volumes are based on the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
for the project by Iteris, 2011.. 
bSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.   
cSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 1-hour 
contribution.   
dThe State standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.   
eSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.   
fSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 8-hour 
contribution. 

Source: ICF International, March 2011. 
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Cultural Resources (Historical, Archaeological and 
Paleontological) 

A less-than-significant impact on cultural resources would occur under this 
alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would 
convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard to bus and right-turn only 
operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  To implement this alternative, 
curb lanes would be repaired or reconstructed, where necessary, and restriped 
and signed as peak period bus lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would 
be added as new lanes to Wilshire Boulevard by widening and restriping.  Of 
the eight buildings that were identified as historical resources under the CEQA 
Guidelines, none were found to be affected by Alternative A-1.  Although an 
identified resource located at 1250 Federal Avenue (United States Army 
Reserve Center/Sadao Munemori Hall) is located immediately adjacent to 
where the widening would occur, the improvements proposed under 
Alternative A-1 would not have a direct or indirect impact on the historic 
resource.  As a result, based on field observations and a review of the proposed 
improvements under Alternative A-1, modifications to the sidewalks adjacent 
to the eight historic resources would have no direct or indirect impact on the 
characteristics that qualify those resources for inclusion in the National 
Register or the California Register. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would require 
construction activities.  However, as with the proposed project and Alternative A, 
the bulk of the project involves activities, such as sidewalk removal, pavement 
replacement, or restriping, which are not ground disturbing.  For purposes of 
this project, pavement replacement is not considered a ground-disturbing 
activity.  In those instances where sidewalk widths would be reduced or turn 
pockets altered, the projected depths of subsurface work are anticipated to be very 
shallow.  As with the proposed project and Alternative A, due to previous 
complications of encountering tar seepage during construction related activities 
in portions of the project corridor, the ground disturbance proposed for this 
alternative is not anticipated to go beyond two feet below the surface.  Given that 
the shallowest depth where archaeological and paleontological resources may be 
encountered is six feet, it is anticipated that this alternative would not result in 
any direct or indirect impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources.129  
Therefore, there would be no adverse effects on archaeological and 
paleontological resources. 

Noise and Vibration 

A less-than-significant impact due to noise and vibration would occur under 
this alternative. 

                                                      
129 ICF International, Archaeological Survey Report for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, Los 
Angeles, California, March 2011. 
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Construction 
Noise impacts from construction of Alternative A-1 are expected to be similar to 
those of the proposed project and Alternative A since the same excavation and 
finishing activities for reconstruction of the roadway base and curbs are 
required for Alternative A-1 as for the proposed project and Alternative A.  
Similar to Alternative A, under Alternative A-1, there would be no jut-out 
removal activities for realignment of the curbs or restriping for the creation of 
bus lanes from Comstock Avenue to Malcolm Avenue.  Therefore, construction 
noise impacts would be less along this stretch of Wilshire Boulevard under 
Alternative A-1 than under the proposed project or Alternative A since the 
removal of jut-outs to create a curb lane or restriping would not occur.  
However, similar to Alternative A, noise impacts from Western Avenue to 
Fairfax Avenue would be extended from Western Avenue to San Vicente 
Boulevard under Alternative A-1.  Since reconstruction of the curb lanes would 
not occur from the Beverly Hills western city limit to Westholme Avenue under 
Alternative A-1, noise impacts along this segment would be less than the 
proposed project or Alternative A.  Noise control measures (Mitigation 
Measures N-1 and N-2) are also recommended during construction of 
Alternative A-1 to reduce the noise levels to the extent practicable in order to 
minimize the impact on nearby sensitive receptors. 

Vibration levels due to Alternative A-1 construction activity at nearby sensitive 
receptors would be temporary and would be well below the significance criteria 
of 0.2 inches per second Peak Particle Velocity, as demonstrated in Table 4.4-
10.  In addition, Alternative A-1 would not require jut-out removal activities as 
under the proposed project.  Therefore, construction vibration and 
groundborne noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
Alternative A-1 would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard to bus 
and right-turn only operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  Similar to the 
proposed project and Alternative A, curb lanes would be repaired or 
reconstructed where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus 
lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to 
Wilshire Boulevard by widening and restriping.  There are no proposed 
improvements that would result in a change in operational noise output, 
excluding changes related to traffic noise.  Traffic noise impacts are discussed 
below. 

According to the noise modeling results, since Alternative A-1 would have a 
similar impact on traffic in the region, this alternative would not cause an 
exceedance of City of Los Angeles or County of Los Angeles noise standards 
or materially worsen an existing standard violation.  Noise levels under 
Alternative A-1 in both 2012 and 2020 are predicted to result in no net change 
from those predicted under the base scenario at half of the locations and 
increase only slightly (1 dBA) at others (Table 5-22).  Since traffic noise levels 
would not increase by more than 1 dBA, traffic noise associated with 
Alternative A-1 would result in less-than-significant impacts. 
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Table 5-22: Predicted Traffic Noise Levels – Alternative A-1 
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M-1 Wilshire Blvd 
between Westlake 
Ave to Alvarado St 

68 69 69 69 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-2 Wilshire Blvd 
between Alvarado St 
to Park View St 

68 69 69 69 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-3 Wilshire Blvd 
between Shatto Pl to 
Vermont Ave 

69 70 69 70 70 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-4 Wilshire Blvd 
between Oxford Ave 
to Western Ave 

69 69 69 70 69 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-5 Wilshire Blvd 
between Crenshaw 
Blvd to Lorraine Blvd 

70 71 70 71 70 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-6 Wilshire Blvd 
between San Vicente 
Blvd to Tower Dr 

70 71 71 71 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-7 Wilshire Blvd 
between Beverly 
Glen Blvd to Holmby 
Ave 

71 71 71 72 71 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-8 Wilshire Blvd 
between Glendon 
Ave to Westwood 
Blvd 

70 71 71 71 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-9 Wilshire Blvd from 
Barrington Ave to 
Stoner Ave 

70 70 70 70 70 0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-10 Olympic Blvd 
between Saltair Ave 
to Bundy Dr 

70 70 70 70 70  0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

Source: ICF International, 2011.  

The CNEL metric was used as it is the metric used by the City of Los Angeles 
and County of Los Angeles with regards to noise thresholds.  In addition, it 
should be noted that the analysis performed for Alternative A-1 is conservative 
since by using the CNEL metric, a worst-case scenario assumption of noise 
changes during the 24-hour period is used; however, Alternative A-1 would 
only have a potential to affect conditions during a.m. and p.m. peak periods.  
The CNEL metric used by the City and County of Los Angeles also applies a 
more stringent requirement during evening and late night hours.  Alternative 
A-1 would not change overnight noise conditions. 
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Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, groundborne vibration in the 
project vicinity would continue to be generated by vehicles traveling along the 
local roadways under Alternative A-1 as they do in the existing condition.  For 
Alternative A-1, only the following two segments of the project corridor would 
result in a change in the distance from the nearest travel lanes to the adjacent 
land uses:  

• From Bonsall Avenue to Federal Avenue (approximately 0.4 mile), in 
order to accommodate an eastbound peak period bus lane, the sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be reduced to a 
uniform width.  Both eastbound and westbound lanes would be restriped.  
Wilshire Boulevard between Interstate 405 and Federal Avenue is 
bordered by the Veterans Administration (VA) property.  The sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard in this segment vary between 
10 and 15 feet.   

• From Federal Avenue to Barrington Avenue (approximately 0.1 mile), both 
sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be widened by reducing the sidewalk 
widths on both the north and south sides, allowing restriping of the street 
and creation of a new eastbound peak period bus lane and conversion of 
the westbound curb lane to a peak period bus lane.  The intersection of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Federal Avenue is extremely congested in the 
eastbound direction.  The widening of this two-block segment would allow 
buses to pass safely and quickly through the intersection of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Federal Avenue and provide a contiguous eastbound bus 
lane from Bonsall Avenue to Centinela Avenue. 

There are no sensitive-receptors adjacent to the south side of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Sepulveda Boulevard and Federal Avenue.  There are also 
no sensitive receptors adjacent to either side of Wilshire Boulevard between 
Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue.  Therefore, similar to the proposed 
project and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would result in less-than-significant 
operational vibration impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Land Use 

No impact on land use and planning would occur under this alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, this alternative would 
include transportation improvements to portions of the Wilshire Corridor, an 
existing transportation corridor.  No land uses would be acquired, and no land 
uses would be converted to transportation uses under this alternative.  Similar 
to the proposed project and Alternative A, no impacts on land use or 
compatibility with surrounding land uses would occur.  No mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Aesthetics 

A less-than-significant impact would occur relative to the visual character, 
integrity, and quality of the project corridor under Alternative A-1. 
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Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, this alternative would not 
include structures or other elements that would potentially obstruct views of 
far-off scenic features or structures and places that contribute to the visual 
character of the corridor, such as potentially historic or historically significant 
cultural resources.  Similar to Alternative A, the jut-outs would not be 
removed between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and, therefore, no 
trees would be removed in this area.  However, Alternative A-1 would also 
involve the extension of the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda 
Boulevard and street widening between Bonsall and Federal Avenues, which 
would affect the existing median, resulting in the removal of a number of 
small jacaranda trees.  This alternative would comply with all local 
construction standards and guidelines, and as such, would not significantly 
affect the visual integrity of the surrounding neighborhood and 
streetscape/landscape along Wilshire Boulevard.  Similar to the proposed 
project and Alternative A, this alternative would not result in a substantial 
new amount of lighting, or shadow effects, along Wilshire Boulevard.  
Because this alternative involves a smaller project area and does not include 
the removal of jut-outs and street trees (similar to Alternative A), fewer visual 
changes would occur than under the proposed project.  Therefore, less-than-
significant visual impacts would result under Alternative A-1. 

Biology 

A less-than-significant impact would occur relative to biological resources 
under Alternative A-1. 

As discussed for the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 is 
entirely within the Wilshire corridor.  The project corridor is already used by 
buses and other vehicles.  To create peak period curbside bus lanes to 
accommodate existing buses would not create any new impacts to existing 
biological resources, including sensitive or special-status species, in the 
project corridor and vicinity.  In addition, the urban setting of the Wilshire 
corridor provides no opportunity for accessible movement between two or 
more existing open spaces.  Operation of Alternative A -1would not create any 
new impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas and endangered species 
beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, no adverse effects related to sensitive 
biological resources are anticipated to occur.  Furthermore, similar to 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would avoid impacts to existing street trees on 
the jut-out sidewalk areas between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue 
that have been identified as potential migratory bird nesting habitat.  The 
segment of the proposed project, where an existing eastbound left-turn pocket 
would be extended and the street widened between Bonsall and Federal 
Avenues, would involve the removal of a maximum of 30 small jacaranda 
trees between I-405 and Federal Avenue.  However, these trees are 
ornamental and would not provide suitable habitat for migratory birds.  
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur under Alternative A-1. 
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5.2.4 Alternative A2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San 
Vicente Boulevard 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View 
Street to San Vicente Boulevard includes the development of 5.4 miles of 
exclusive bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard east of the City of Beverly Hills, as 
compared to the 9.7 miles developed under the proposed project or 8.7 miles 
with Alternative A.  Alternative A-2 further reduces the length of the bus 
lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend 
from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  Additionally, this 
alternative would retain the existing jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue (1.0 mile).  Similar to the proposed project and Alternative 
A, 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing would occur between 
Western Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard.  Alternative A-2 would also 
include a design option for up to 1.4 miles of additional curb lane 
reconstruction/ resurfacing from Hoover Avenue to Western Avenue, subject 
to the availability of funding.  In addition to the TPS enhancements described 
under the proposed project and Alternative A, another design option would 
include a TPS communication system upgrade that would help synchronize 
the traffic signal progression along Wilshire Boulevard, thus reducing 
potential delay and congestion on the corridor.  In areas along Wilshire 
Boulevard where no bus lanes are implemented, the buses would operate 
with mixed-flow traffic. 

A reduction of approximately 6 to 10 minutes in passenger travel time per trip 
is anticipated with the implementation of Alternative A-2.  The 
implementation of Alternative A-2 would also greatly benefit and improve the 
local service on Wilshire Boulevard, which operates approximately 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid service during peak hours.  
Schedule reliability would also be significantly improved with the 
implementation of Alternative A-2, particularly east of the City of Beverly 
Hills.  The key elements of this refined alternative are summarized from east 
to west, as follows and as presented in Figure 1-7 in Chapter 1.0 
(Introduction): 

• 5.4 miles of bus lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente 
Boulevard; 

• 3.6 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between Western 
Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard; 

• Retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue (1.0 mile);  

• TPS enhancements, signage, and restriping for bus lanes, as necessary, 
along the project corridor; and 

• Inclusion of several design options that include (1) 1.4 miles of curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between Hoover Street and Western Avenue 
and (2) a TPS communication system upgrade. 
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Impacts 

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

Significant unavoidable impacts on six local intersections would occur under 
this alternative.  However, as with the proposed project, impacts on local 
residential streets, parking, and emergency access, and impacts related to 
transitional conflict between buses and automobiles would be less than 
significant. 

Levels of Service 

A traffic study was prepared by Iteris in April 2011, which included analysis of 
Alternative A-2.  The traffic study examined year 2012 and year 2020 with 
project alternative intersection LOS conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours at the 74 study intersections, as shown in Tables 5-23 through 5-26. 

The following 8 intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted in year 
2012 with Alternative A-2 conditions: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (p.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); and 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour). 

The following 7 intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted in year 
2020 with Alternative A-2 conditions: 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Overland Avenue/Pico Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak hour); 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); 

• La Brea Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours);and 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak hours). 
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Table 5-23: Year 2012 With Alternative A-2 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 92.3 F 103.0 F 10.7 2.5 Yes 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 29.9 C 30.4 C 0.5 6.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 118.4 F 118.5 F 0.1 2.5 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.0 A 7.9 A * - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 60.3 E 44.8 D * 4.0 - 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 39.6 D 1.5 4.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 67.8 E 68.0 E 0.2 2.5 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 207.8 F 200.0 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 236.4 F 235.9 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 66.8 E 42.9 D * 4.0 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 34.5 C 30.9 C * 6.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 20.6 C 18.0 B * - - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 91.6 F 87.5 F -4.1 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.6 B 16.0 B -0.6 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.9 B 17.1 B 0.2 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.5 B 17.0 B 0.5 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 27.8 C 27.9 C 0.1 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.8 C 27.2 C 0.4 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.9 D 48.1 D -0.8 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 46.4 D 40.4 D -6.0 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 20.6 C 22.1 C 1.5 6.0 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 122.9 F 121.6 F -1.3 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 30.0 C 30.2 C 0.2 6.0 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 60.7 E 60.1 E -0.6 2.5 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 20.5 C 20.4 C -0.1 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 46.8 D 46.8 D 0.0 4.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 28.5 C 27.7 C -0.8 6.0 - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 99.5 F 102.0 F 2.5 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 51.1 D 52.1 D 1.0 4.0 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 33.9 C 33.9 C 0.0 6.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 23.8 C 22.7 C -1.1 6.0 - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 38.7 D 38.3 D -0.4 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.6 D 38.3 D 0.7 4.0 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 67.3 E 67.6 E 0.3 2.5 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 15.0 B 15.1 B 0.1 - - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 42.6 D 43.1 D 0.5 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 53.0 D 51.9 D -1.1 4.0 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 12.2 B 9.5 A -2.7 - - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 39.1 D 39.7 D 0.6 4.0 - 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 60.1 E 56.2 E -3.9 2.5 - 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 70.4 E 70.4 E 0.0 2.5 - 
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Table 5-23: Year 2012 With Alternative A-2 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 34.5 C 33.8 C -0.7 6.0 ‐ 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 69.6 E 71.3 E 1.7 2.5 ‐ 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 47.1 D 48.6 D 1.5 4.0 ‐ 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 42.3 D 41.8 D -0.5 4.0 ‐ 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 15.6 B 15.4 B -0.2 � ‐ 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 58.9 E 51.9 D -7.0 4.0 ‐ 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 18.9 B 19.0 B 0.1 � ‐ 
49. Western Ave/6th St 27.2 C 27.3 C 0.1 6.0 ‐ 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 39.6 D 41.0 D 1.4 4.0 ‐ 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 17.5 B 17.5 B 0.0 � ‐ 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 76.2 E 76.5 E 0.3 2.5 ‐ 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 104.0 F 122.9 F 18.9 2.5 Yes 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 37.5 D 44.9 D 7.4 4.0 Yes 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 44.2 D 48.1 D 3.9 4.0 ‐ 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 31.9 C 30.4 C * 6.0 ‐ 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 56.8 E 48.8 D * 4.0 ‐ 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 60.1 E 59.1 E * 2.5 ‐ 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 23.0 C 21.6 C * 6.0 ‐ 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 11.7 B 12.8 B 1.1 � ‐ 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 8.4 A 9.8 A 1.4 � ‐ 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 11.4 B 13.2 B 1.8 � ‐ 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.2 B 16.4 B 0.2 � ‐ 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 21.4 C 22.5 C 1.1 6.0 ‐ 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 13.4 B 13.4 B 0.0 � ‐ 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 27.0 C 32.0 C 5.0 6.0 ‐ 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.0 D 43.3 D 6.3 4.0 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 31.2 C 27.8 C -3.4 6.0 ‐ 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 46.6 D 43.5 E -3.1 2.5 ‐ 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 48.2 D 50.7 D 2.5 4.0 ‐ 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 68.5 E 74.4 E 5.9 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 31.6 C 33.4 C 1.8 6.0 ‐ 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.5 D 38.9 D 1.4 4.0 ‐ 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 23.9 C 24.5 C 0.6 6.0 ‐ 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-24: Year 2012 With Alternative A-2 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 41.5 D 36.1 D -5.4 4.0 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 49.4 D 41.9 D -7.5 4.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 46.0 D 41.3 D -4.7 4.0 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.3 A 7.8 A * � - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 77.2 E 71.3 E * 2.5 - 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 32.9 C 32.4 C * 6.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 49.9 D 47.9 D * 4.0 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 111.5 F 101.7 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 114.9 F 117.1 F 2.2 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 62.7 E 47.1 D * 4.0 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 36.0 D * 4.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 25.7 C 20.9 C * 6.0 - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 95.3 F 96.2 F 0.9 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 16.9 B 17.0 B 0.1 � - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.0 B 16.1 B 0.1 � - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.1 B 15.1 B 0.0 � - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 31.0 C 30.7 C -0.3 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.3 C 25.5 C -0.8 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 52.4 D 48.7 D -3.7 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 46.6 D 45.2 D -1.4 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 61.2 E 62.0 E 0.8 2.5 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 90.7 F 89.3 F -1.4 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 72.9 E 76.1 F 3.2 2.5 Yes 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 48.9 D 49.9 D 1.0 4.0 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 23.2 C 23.0 C -0.2 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 27.8 C 27.6 C -0.2 6.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 18.0 B 17.5 B -0.5 � - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 73.3 E 77.1 E 3.8 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 56.3 E 56.2 E -0.1 2.5 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.5 D 52.8 D 1.3 4.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 13.6 B 14.1 B 0.5 � - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 44.5 D 45.2 D 0.7 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 65.5 E 59.8 E -5.7 2.5 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 49.0 D 49.2 D 0.2 4.0 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 20.6 C 20.4 C -0.2 6.0 - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 44.9 D 43.8 D -1.1 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 65.6 E 64.2 E -1.4 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 19.1 B 20.3 C 1.2 6.0 - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 70.1 E 75.6 E 5.5 2.5 Yes 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 122.9 F 118.4 F -4.5 2.5 - 
41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 44.6 D 43.5 D -1.1 4.0 - 
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Table 5-24: Year 2012 With Alternative A-2 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2012 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2012 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 26.2 C 26.8 C 0.6 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 29.9 C 30.4 C 0.5 6.0 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 54.8 D 52.9 D -1.9 4.0 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 43.8 D 43.3 D -0.5 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 13.9 B 13.1 B -0.8 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 78.5 E 79.6 E 1.1 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 18.2 B 21.8 C 3.6 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 30.8 C 30.8 C 0.0 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 47.2 D 46.7 D -0.5 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 20.3 C 19.3 B -1.0 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 116.6 F 99.5 F * 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 151.5 F 149.5 F * 2.5 - 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 34.8 C 38.6 D 3.8 4.0 - 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.6 D 32.7 C * 6.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 21.5 C 24.8 C 3.3 6.0 - 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 111.1 F 84.9 F * 2.5 - 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 65.8 E 58.2 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 30.4 C 31.7 C 1.3 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 13.6 B 15.5 B 1.9 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 10.9 B 10.7 B -0.2 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 15.5 B 17.0 B 1.5 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.8 B 17.0 B -0.1 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 30.7 C 32.9 C 2.2 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 14.1 B 14.1 B 0.0 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 23.0 C 23.9 C 0.9 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 60.9 E 75.5 E 14.6 2.5 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 22.8 C 23.8 C 1.0 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 68.0 E 69.0 E 1.0 2.5 - 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 71.0 E 69.6 E -1.4 2.5 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 51.8 D 46.5 D -5.3 4.0 - 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 48.0 D 50.3 D 2.3 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 63.7 E 65.2 E 1.5 2.5 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 33.2 C 33.5 C 0.3 6.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-25: Year 2020 With Alternative A-2 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 103.4 F 96.5 F -6.9 2.5 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 26.8 C 29.6 C 2.8 6.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 147.8 F 144.7 F -3.1 2.5 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.3 A 7.6 A * - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 63.7 E 49.5 D * 4.0 - 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 38.1 D 41.0 D 2.9 4.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 68.4 E 68.1 E -0.5 2.5 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 186.0 F 187.7 F 1.7 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 243.7 F 244.1 F 0.4 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 75.2 E 47.9 D * 4.0 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 36.1 D 32.2 C * 6.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 23.3 C 19.4 B * - - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 92.0 F 88.7 F * 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.7 B 16.3 B 0.6 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 17.0 B 17.0 B 0.0 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 17.1 B 17.5 B 0.4 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 28.5 C 28.2 C -0.3 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 26.9 C 26.7 C -0.2 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.0 D 47.9 D -0.1 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 39.9 D 42.2 D 2.3 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 21.7 C 21.3 C -0.4 6.0 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 122.2 F 118.9 F -3.3 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 32.8 C 32.9 C 0.1 6.0 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 63.2 E 60.9 E -2.3 2.5 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 20.9 C 21.1 C 0.2 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 47.3 D 45.0 D -2.3 4.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 29.0 C 29.1 C 0.1 6.0 - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 100.3 F 104.5 F 4.2 2.5 Yes 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 52.5 D 54.0 D 1.5 4.0 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 34.6 C 36.5 D 1.9 4.0 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 22.7 C 23.4 C 0.7 6.0 - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 41.3 D 42.7 D 1.4 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 40.1 D 40.7 D 0.6 4.0 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 69.0 E 69.5 E 0.5 2.5 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 15.2 B 15.5 B 0.3 - - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 41.7 D 41.8 D 0.1 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 54.4 D 54.6 D 0.2 4.0 -- 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 11.0 B 19.3 B 8.3 - - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 39.6 D 39.7 D 0.1 4.0 - 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 62.8 E 67.1 E 4.3 2.5 Yes 
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Table 5-25: Year 2020 With Alternative A-2 AM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 79.0 E 77.1 E -1.9 2.5 - 
42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 34.8 C 35.5 D 0.7 4.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 74.2 E 74.2 E 0.0 2.5 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 49.7 D 52.6 D 2.9 4.0 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 46.3 D 46.9 D 0.6 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 16.1 B 15.8 B -0.3 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 71.2 E 72.6 E 1.4 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 22.2 C 20.2 C -2.0 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 27.9 C 28.0 C 0.1 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 42.8 D 43.4 D 0.6 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 18.6 B 18.6 B 0.0 - - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 81.5 F 83.9 F 2.4 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 111.2 F 132.9 F 21.7 2.5 Yes 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 39.0 D 49.6 D 10.6 4.0 Yes 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 48.2 D 48.0 D * 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 37.4 D 39.3 D 1.9 4.0 - 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 67.2 E 60.3 E * 2.5 - 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 72.5 E 68.0 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 22.9 C 22.8 C * 6.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 12.5 B 13.8 B 1.3 - - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 10.1 B 12.2 B 2.1 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 15.7 B 14.2 B -1.5 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 16.4 B 16.7 B 0.3 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 24.7 C 24.9 C 0.2 6.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 13.9 B 14.1 B 0.2 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 32.4 C 32.6 C 0.2 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 35.0 D 41.5 D 6.5 4.0 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 28.3 C 30.3 C 2.0 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 53.7 D 58.2 E 4.5 2.5 Yes 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 50.7 D 48.8 D -1.9 4.0 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 73.5 E 79.4 E 5.9 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.4 D 40.3 D 2.9 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 39.8 D 40.6 D 0.8 4.0 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 29.9 C 32.1 C 2.2 6.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-26: Year 2020 With Alternative A-2 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 38.2 D 42.1 D 3.9 4.0 - 
2. S Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 50.0 D 48.1 D -1.9 4.0 - 
3. N Beverly Glen Blvd/Sunset Blvd 43.6 D 44.7 D 1.1 4.0 - 
4. Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 8.9 A 8.1 A * - - 
5. Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 80.4 F 74.5 F * 2.5 - 
6. Barrington Ave/Wilshire Blvd 33.8 C 34.7 C 0.9 6.0 - 
7. Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 49.9 D 49.8 D * 4.0 - 
8. Sepulveda Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 109.0 F 108.2 F * 2.5 - 
9. Veteran Ave/Wilshire Blvd 126.6 F 123.2 F * 2.5 - 
10. Westwood Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 64.0 E 53.1 D * 4.0 - 
11. Beverly Glen Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 39.4 D 37.4 D * 4.0 - 
12. Comstock Ave/Wilshire Blvd 26.9 C 22.3 C * 6.0 - 
13. Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 112.5 F 99.1 F * 2.5 - 
14. Centinela Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 17.5 B 17.1 B -0.4 - - 
15. Bundy Dr/Santa Monica Blvd 16.1 B 16.1 B 0.0 - - 
16. Barrington Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 15.7 B 16.0 B 0.3 - - 
17. Federal Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 31.3 C 31.6 C 0.3 6.0 - 
18. I-405 SB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 25.7 C 25.7 C 0.0 6.0 - 
19. I-405 NB Ramps/Santa Monica Blvd 48.5 D 49.0 D 0.5 4.0 - 
20. Sepulveda Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 44.6 D 44.8 D 0.2 4.0 - 
21. Veteran Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 63.5 E 63.8 E 0.3 2.5 - 
22. Westwood Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 91.3 F 90.1 F -1.2 2.5 - 
23. Overland Ave/Santa Monica Blvd 78.9 E 80.6 F 1.7 2.5 - 
24. Beverly Glen Blvd/Santa Monica Blvd 53.8 D 52.4 D -1.4 4.0 - 
25. Century Park W/Santa Monica Blvd 23.3 C 23.5 C 0.2 6.0 - 
26. Ave of the Stars/Santa Monica Blvd 28.0 C 27.1 C -0.9 6.0 - 
27. Century Park E/Santa Monica Blvd 18.3 B 17.8 B -0.5 - - 
28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Blvd 77.9 E 77.4 E -0.5 2.5 - 
29. Barrington Ave/Olympic Blvd 56.7 E 56.2 E -0.5 2.5 - 
30. Sepulveda Blvd/Olympic Blvd 58.2 E 55.9 E -2.3 2.5 - 
31. Veteran Ave/Olympic Blvd 15.0 B 18.3 B 3.3 - - 
32. Westwood Blvd/Olympic Blvd 47.1 D 47.4 D 0.3 4.0 - 
33. Overland Ave/Olympic Blvd 69.1 E 65.6 E -3.5 2.5 - 
34. Beverly Glen Blvd/Olympic Blvd 54.7 D 53.1 D -1.6 4.0 - 
35. Century Park W/Olympic Blvd 20.9 C 20.9 C 0.0 6.0 - 
36. Century Park E/Olympic Blvd 46.2 D 44.9 D -1.3 4.0 - 
37. Sepulveda Blvd/Pico Blvd 73.8 E 72.7 E -1.1 2.5 - 
38. Veteran Ave/Pico Blvd 24.9 C 20.2 C -4.7 6.0 - 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 77.3 E 76.7 E -0.6 2.5 - 
40. Overland Ave/Pico Blvd 122.1 F 122.3 F 0.2 2.5 - 

162



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 5.0 CEQA Environmental Analysis 
Federal Transit Administration of the Project Alternatives 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 5-65 April 2011 

Table 5-26: Year 2020 With Alternative A-2 PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS (Continued) 

Intersection 

2020 
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

2020 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

41. Fairfax Ave/3rd St 47.3 D 49.0 D 1.7 4.0 - 
42. La Brea Ave/3rd St 27.4 C 28.3 C 0.9 6.0 - 
43. Highland Ave/3rd St 34.5 C 34.7 C 0.2 6.0 - 
44. Western Ave/3rd St 56.6 E 55.6 E -1.0 2.5 - 
45. Vermont Ave/3rd St 45.4 D 45.6 D 0.2 4.0 - 
46. Fairfax Ave/6th St 13.9 B 13.1 B -0.8 - - 
47. La Brea Ave/6th St 96.1 F 86.3 F -9.8 2.5 - 
48. Highland Ave/6th St 23.4 C 24.3 C 0.9 6.0 - 
49. Western Ave/6th St 31.8 C 32.1 C 0.3 6.0 - 
50. Vermont Ave/6th St 50.0 D 51.6 D 1.6 4.0 - 
51. Alvarado St/6th St 21.9 C 21.5 C -0.4 6.0 - 
52. San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 127.9 F 106.4 F * 2.5 - 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 158.4 F 162.0 F 3.6 2.5 Yes 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 40.7 D 41.5 D 0.8 4.0 - 
55. Highland Ave/Wilshire Blvd 40.9 D 42.2 D 1.3 4.0 - 
56. Crenshaw Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 24.8 C 26.3 C 1.5 6.0 - 
57. Western Ave/Wilshire Blvd 122.1 F 98.3 F * 2.5 - 
58. Vermont Ave/Wilshire Blvd 77.6 E 64.2 E * 2.5 - 
59. Alvarado St/Wilshire Blvd 34.9 C 36.3 D 1.4 4.0 - 
60. Fairfax Ave/8th St 15.1 B 20.6 C 5.5 6.0 - 
61. La Brea Ave/8th St 11.4 B 13.3 B 1.9 - - 
62. Crenshaw Blvd/8th St 16.0 B 17.1 B 1.1 - - 
63. Western Ave/8th St 17.2 B 17.6 B 0.4 - - 
64. Vermont Ave/8th St 35.2 D 37.1 D 1.9 4.0 - 
65. Alvarado St/8th St 14.7 B 14.7 B 0.0 - - 
66. Fairfax Ave/San Vicente Blvd 24.7 C 24.6 C -0.1 6.0 - 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.4 E 82.6 F 15.2 2.5 Yes 
68. San Vicente Blvd/Olympic Blvd 26.5 C 26.5 C 0.0 6.0 - 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 79.5 E 82.5 F 3.0 2.5 Yes 
70. Highland Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.1 E 68.5 E 1.4 2.5 - 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 57.2 E 59.7 E 2.5 2.5 Yes 
72. Western Ave/Olympic Blvd 53.8 D 53.8 D 0.0 4.0 - 
73. Vermont Ave/Olympic Blvd 70.2 E 72.2 E 2.0 2.5 - 
74. Alvarado St/Olympic Blvd 37.8 D 37.8 D 0.0 4.0 - 
Notes: 
* Average delay reduced, see explanation in “Analysis Methodology” section. 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  
Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Since several intersections are impacted in one year but not in the other, a total 
of 10 intersections are significantly impacted by Alternative A-2 in at least one 
of the years, as shown in Tables 5-27 through 5-30.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure T-1, 4 of the 10 significantly impacted intersections are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels under this alternative.  Improvements at 
two of the remaining six significantly impacted intersections would further 
reduce traffic impacts during a.m. and/or p.m. peak hour conditions by an 
average of 35 percent but not enough to fully mitigate the impacts under this 
alternative.  The following intersections are forecast to remain significantly 
impacted in either year 2012 or year 2020 under Alternative A-2 since no 
feasible mitigation measures that fully mitigate impacts at these intersections 
could be identified: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard; 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard; 

• Overland Avenue/Pico Boulevard; 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; and 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard. 

Table 5-27: Year 2012 With-Alternative A-2 AM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012 
Without  
Alt. A-2 

Mitigated 
2012 With 

Alt. A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold 
Significant 

Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

1. Veteran Ave/Sunset Blvd 92.3 F 103.0 F 10.7 2.5 Yes 0% 
28. Bundy Drive/Olympic Blvd 99.5 F 87.6 F -11.9 2.5 No 100% 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 104.0 F 120.4 F 16.4 2.5 Yes 15% 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 37.5 D 42.4 D 4.9 4.0 Yes 74% 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 37.0 D 34.8 C -2.2 4.0 No 100% 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 68.5 E 66.9 E -1.6 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
 

Table 5-28: Year 2012 With-Alternative A-2 PM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012 
Without  
Alt. A-2 

Mitigated 
2012 With 

Alt. A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

23. Overland Av/Santa Monica Bl 72.9 E 76.1 E 3.2 2.5 Yes 0% 
28. Bundy Drive/Olympic Bl 73.3 E 71.2 E -2.1 2.5 No 100% 
39. Westwood Blvd/Pico Blvd 70.1 E 75.6 E 5.5 2.5 Yes 0% 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 60.9 E 53.4 E -7.5 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service  

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Table 5-29: Year 2020 With-Alternative A-2 AM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 
with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2012 
Without  
Alt. A-2 

Mitigated 
2012 With 

Alt. A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

28. Bundy Dr/Olympic Bl 100.3 F 89.3 F -11.0 2.5 No 100% 
40, Overland Ave/Pico Bl 62.8 E 67.1 E 4.3 2.5 Yes 0% 
53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Bl 111.2 F 130.4 F 19.2 2.5 Yes 13% 
54. La Brea Ave/Wilshire Bl 39.0 D 47.1 D 8.1 4.0 Yes 38% 
67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Bl 35.0 D 32.3 C -2.7 4.0 No 100% 
69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Bl 53.7 D 53.4 D -0.3 2.5 No 100% 
71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Bl 73.5 E 71.8 E -1.7 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service 

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
 
 
Table 5-30: Year 2020 With-Alternative A-2 PM Peak-Hour Intersection LOS at Impacted Intersections 

with Mitigation 

Intersection 

2020  
Without 

Alternative 
A-2 

Mitigated 
2020 With 
Alternative 

A-2 Change 
in 

Delay Threshold Impact? 
Percent 

Mitigated 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

53. Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Bl 158.4 F 159.5 F 1.1 2.5 No 100% 

67. Fairfax Ave/Olympic Blvd 67.4 E 58.1 E -9.3 2.5 No 100% 

69. La Brea Ave/Olympic Blvd 79.5 E 78.7 E -0.8 2.5 No 100% 

71. Crenshaw Blvd/Olympic Blvd 57.2 E 52.2 E -5.0 2.5 No 100% 
Notes: 
HCM 2000 Operations Methodology 
Delay = Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), LOS = Level of Service 

Source: Iteris, Wilshire Boulevard BRT Project-Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-2 would result 
in significant impacts related to exceedance of LOS criteria for multiple 
intersections in both 2012 and 2020 project years.  However, the number of 
intersections that would be significantly impacted by this alternative would be 
reduced when compared to the proposed project and Alternative A. 

Local Residential Streets 
Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, under Alternative A-2, study 
intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of Lindbrook Drive and 
Ashton Avenue would operate at LOS D or better in 2012 and 2020.  Therefore, 
it is not expected that a significant amount of traffic would divert from Wilshire 
Boulevard to these local residential streets.  In the vicinity of Goshen Avenue, 
the Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard and Federal Avenue-San Vicente 
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersections are projected to operate at LOS E 
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or F in 2012 and 2020.  However, traffic diversion onto Goshen Avenue is 
unlikely since Goshen Avenue runs for only a short distance, eastbound left-
turn movements from Wilshire Boulevard to Bundy Drive are relatively high-
delay movements during peak hours, and northbound left-turn movements 
from San Vicente Boulevard to Goshen Avenue are prohibited.  Therefore, no 
significant impacts to local residential streets are expected under Alternative A-
2.  

Parking 
Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, under Alternative A-2, 
approximately 11 parking spaces between S. Park View Street and Fairfax 
Avenue (a distance of approximately 4.8 miles) would be removed to 
accommodate larger or relocated bus stops in order to facilitate bus movements 
in and out of stops.  The removed parking spaces would be spread throughout 
this segment of the project, with no more than three spaces being removed on 
any single block.  The removed parking spaces would have a small effect on 
parking supply during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is 
prohibited under current conditions, so the removal of these parking spaces 
would not affect parking supply at all. 

Under Alternative A-2, parking supply would be unchanged between Comstock 
Avenue and Malcolm Avenue since jut-outs in this area would be retained, and 
there would be no bus lanes implemented.  Therefore, no change in parking 
would occur in this area, and no impact would occur. 

Transitional Conflicts 
The following summarizes the automobile/bus transitional locations along 
the project route in the eastbound and westbound directions under 
Alternative A-2 conditions: 

Eastbound 

• East of San Vicente Boulevard (City of Beverly Hills boundary), a 
transition area of approximately 300 feet would be provided to allow 
through traffic to exit the bus lane.  

Westbound 

• At S. Park View Street, it is proposed that appropriate signage be installed 
along Wilshire Boulevard to inform motorists of bus lane operation 
during peak hours. 

In order to reduce or avoid these conflicts, Alternative A-2 would install 
appropriate signage along Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of these 
locations, in order to inform motorists of bus lane operation during peak 
hours. 

For potential traffic conflicts in both eastbound and westbound directions along 
Wilshire Boulevard, this signage would ensure that operation of the project 
under Alternative A-2 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
automobile/bus transition conflicts.  Furthermore, under Alternative A-2, the bus 
lanes would only be implemented along 5.4 miles of the corridor, when 
compared with the longer stretch of the proposed project and other alternatives. 
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Emergency Access 
Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-2 would 
allow emergency vehicles to use the bus lanes when they are in operation.  
Because these lanes would be free of most other vehicular traffic, 
emergency response time would likely improve during peak periods.  
During construction activities, alternative access routes would be utilized, 
and local emergency access would be retained at all times.  Therefore, a less-
than-significant impact would occur. 

Air Quality 

A less than significant air quality impact would occur under this alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, construction activities 
would occur under Alternative A-2.  As with the proposed project and 
Alternative A, Alternative A-2 would be subject to the SCAQMD’s AQMP.  
Alternative A-2 would be consistent with the all local general plans; as well 
as compatible with the surrounding uses.  Because Alternative A-2 would be 
consistent with the local general plan, pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, 
Alternative A-2 is considered consistent with the region’s AQMP.  As such, 
regional operations emissions for Alternative A-2 would be accounted for in 
the AQMP.  In addition, project construction would comply with AQMP 
emissions control strategies such as Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), Rule 1108 
(Cutback Asphalt), and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), among other 
control strategies.  Accordingly, Alternative A-2 would be consistent with 
the projections in the AQMP, thus resulting in a less-than-significant 
impact. 

With regard to regional construction-period impacts under Alternative A-2, 
impacts would be less than those disclosed for the proposed project or 
Alternative A since the construction activity under Alternative A-2 would be 
limited to the project alignment east of the City of Beverly Hills.  There would 
be no jut-out removal between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and 
there would be no bus lane-related construction from the western boundary of 
the City of Beverly Hills to Centinela Avenue on the western end of the project 
corridor.  However, there would be up to 2.0 miles of additional curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between Hoover Avenue and Western Avenue and 
between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard.  Similar to the proposed 
project and Alternative A, criteria pollutant emissions under Alternative A-2 
would be less than the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds, and as 
such, would result in a less-than-significant regional air quality impact. 

Similarly, with regard to localized construction-period impacts under 
Alternative A-2, impacts would be less than those disclosed for the proposed 
project or Alternative A since Alternative A-2 would only be limited to curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing and restriping; no jut-out removal or roadway 
widening would be involved.  Localized emissions under Alternative A-2 
would be less than the applicable SCAQMD LST significance thresholds, and 
as such, would result in a less-than-significant localized air quality impact. 
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Operation period air quality impacts expected under Alternative A-2 would be 
similar to those under the proposed project and Alternative A.  Air quality 
impacts that would potentially result from traffic impacts during the operation 
of Alternative A-2 were found to be less than significant, for both criteria 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants.  No violation of air quality standards 
would occur.   

Under Alternative A-2, CO concentrations for a.m. and p.m. 1- and 8-hour CO 
levels for build-out year 2012 and horizon year 2020 are presented in Tables 5-
31 and 5-32, respectively.  As shown in the tables, Alternative A-2 would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on 1-hour or 8-hour local CO concentrations 
due to mobile source emissions.  Similar to the proposed project and 
Alternative A, less-than-significant impacts would occur at the intersections 
with the highest traffic volumes located adjacent to sensitive receptors.  
Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations 
in the study area because the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be 
worse than those concentrations occurring at the analyzed intersections. 

Table 5-31.  Alternative A-2 (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Barrington @ Wilshire 
AM 7.2 7.1 No 4.8 4.7 No 
PM 7.1 7.0 No 4.7 4.6 No 

Veteran @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 
PM 7.4 7.4 No 4.9 4.9 No 

Overland @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 7.3 7.4 No 4.8 4.9 No 
PM 7.4 7.4 No 4.9 4.9 No 

S. Beverly Glen @ 
Santa Monica 

AM 8.2 8.4 No 5.5 5.6 No 
PM 8.3 8.7 No 5.5 5.8 No 

Bundy @ Olympic 
AM 8.7 8.1 No 5.8 5.4 No 
PM 8.5 8.5 No 5.7 5.7 No 

Sepulveda @ Olympic 
AM 8.2 8.2 No 5.5 5.5 No 
PM 8.8 8.8 No 5.9 5.9 No 

Veteran @ Pico 
AM 7.0 7.1 No 4.6 4.7 No 
PM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 

Westwood @ Pico 
AM 7.7 7.7 No 5.1 5.1 No 
PM 8.2 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 

La Brea @ 3rd 
AM 8.3 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 
PM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 

Highland @ 3rd 
AM 7.8 7.9 No 5.2 5.3 No 
PM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Western @ 3rd 
AM 7.6 7.7 No 5.0 5.1 No 
PM 7.7 7.7 No 5.1 5.1 No 

Highland @ 6th 
AM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 
PM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Vermont @ 6th 
AM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 
PM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 
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Table 5-31.  Alternative A-2 (Year 2012)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Fairfax @ Wilshire 
AM 8.0 7.8 No 5.3 5.2 No 
PM 8.6 8.4 No 5.7 5.6 No 

La Brea @ Wilshire 
AM 8.4 8.1 No 5.6 5.4 No 
PM 8.3 8.1 No 5.5 5.4 No 

Highland @ Wilshire 
AM 7.9 7.7 No 5.3 5.1 No 
PM 7.8 7.7 No 5.2 5.1 No 

Crenshaw @ Wilshire 
AM 7.4 7.1 No 4.9 4.7 No 
PM 7.5 7.3 No 5.0 4.8 No 

Alvarado @ Wilshire 
AM 7.6 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 
PM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Vermont @ 8th 
AM 7.2 7.2 No 4.8 4.8 No 
PM 7.8 7.8 No 5.2 5.2 No 

Fairfax @ San Vicente 
AM 7.7 7.9 No 5.1 5.3 No 
PM 7.3 7.3 No 4.8 4.8 No 

Fairfax @ Olympic 
AM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 
PM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 

San Vicente @ Olympic 
AM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 
PM 7.9 7.9 No 5.3 5.3 No 

Highland @ Olympic  
AM 7.5 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 
PM 7.6 7.5 No 5.0 5.0 No 

Crenshaw @ Olympic 
AM 8.5 8.5 No 5.7 5.7 No 
PM 8.3 8.3 No 5.5 5.5 No 

Western @ Olympic 
AM 8.0 8.1 No 5.3 5.4 No 
PM 8.1 8.1 No 5.4 5.4 No 

Vermont @ Olympic 
AM 8.1 8.1 No 5.4 5.4 No 
PM 8.4 8.4 No 5.6 5.6 No 

Alvarado @ Olympic 
AM 7.6 7.6 No 5.0 5.0 No 
PM 7.9 8.0 No 5.3 5.3 No 

Notes:  
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix C.  
 ppm = parts per million  
aPeak hour traffic volumes are based on the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
for the project by Iteris, 2011.. 
bSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.   
cSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 1-hour 
contribution.   
dThe State standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.   
eSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.   
fSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 8-hour 
contribution. 

Source: ICF International, March 2011. 
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Table 5-32.  Alternative A-2 (Year 2020)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-2 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-2 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Veteran @ Sunset 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.8 3.8 No 

S Beverly Glen @ 
Sunset 

AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 

N Beverly Glen @ 
Sunset 

AM 5.8 5.8 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 6.0 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Barrington @ Wilshire 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Sepulveda @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Overland @ Santa 
Monica 

AM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.0 6.0 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Bundy @ Olympic 
AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Barrington @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Sepulveda @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.8 6.8 No 4.5 4.5 No 

Veteran @ Olympic 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 

Westwood @ Olympic 
AM 6.4 6.4 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 7.0 7.1 No 4.6 4.7 No 

Overland @ Olympic 
AM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.6 6.6 No 4.3 4.1 No 

Overland @ Pico 
AM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

Fairfax @ 3rd 
AM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.0 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.0 4.0 No 

La Brea @ 3rd 
AM 6.5 6.2 No 4.0 4.1 No 
PM 6.3 6.1 No 3.8 3.9 No 

Western @ 3rd 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Highland @ 6th 
AM 5.8 6.0 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.2 4.1 No 

Vermont @ 6th 
AM 6.3 6.2 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Fairfax @ Wilshire 
AM 6.4 6.3 No 4.0 3.9 No 
PM 6.6 6.5 No 3.6 3.6 No 
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Table 5-32.  Alternative A-2 (Year 2020)—Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis    

Intersection 
Peak 

Perioda 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)b 

Max 1-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-2 
Concentration 

(ppm)c 

Significant    
1-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 Base 

Concentration 
(ppm)e 

Max 8-Hour 
2012 w/ 

Alternative A-2 
Concentration 

(ppm)f 

Significant    
8-Hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

La Brea @ Wilshire 
AM 6.5 6.4 No 4.3 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.4 No 4.3 4.2 No 

Crenshaw @ Wilshire 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.5 3.6 No 
PM 6.1 6.0 No 4.6 4.1 No 

Alvarado @ Wilshire 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

Fairfax @ 8th 
AM 5.5 5.5 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 5.4 5.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 

Vermont @ 8th 
AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 6.2 6.2 No 4.1 4.1 No 

Fairfax @ Olympic 
AM 6.9 6.3 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.2 No 

San Vicente @ Olympic 
AM 6.5 6.6 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 4.1 4.1 No 

La Brea @ Olympic 
AM 6.5 6.5 No 4.3 4.3 No 
PM 6.7 6.7 No 4.4 4.4 No 

Highland @ Olympic 
AM 6.1 6.0 No 4.0 3.9 No 
PM 6.1 6.1 No 4.0 4.0 No 

Crenshaw @ Olympic 
AM 6.6 6.6 No 4.2 4.2 No 
PM 6.5 6.5 No 4.0 4.2 No 

Western @ Olympic 
AM 6.3 6.4 No 4.2 4.3 No 
PM 6.4 6.4 No 4.1 4.0 No 

Vermont @ Olympic 
AM 6.1 6.4 No 4.1 4.1 No 
PM 6.4 6.5 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Alvarado @ Olympic 
AM 6.2 6.1 No 3.8 3.8 No 
PM 6.3 6.3 No 3.9 3.9 No 

Veteran @ Sunset 
AM 6.1 6.1 No 3.9 3.9 No 
PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.8 3.8 No 

Notes:  
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix C.  
 ppm = parts per million  
aPeak hour traffic volumes are based on the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
for the project by Iteris, 2011.. 
bSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.   
cSCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 1-hour 
contribution.   
dThe State standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.   
eSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.   
fSCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 with-alternative traffic CO 8-hour 
contribution. 

Source: ICF International, March 2011. 
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Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, greenhouse gas emissions 
due to construction and operation of Alternative A-2 would also result in less-
than-significant impacts.  Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 would 
ensure that any impacts related to GHG emissions are reduced or avoided as 
much as possible. 

Cultural Resources (Historical, Archaeological and 
Paleontological) 

A less-than-significant impact on cultural resources would occur under this 
alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-2 would 
convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard to bus and right-turn only 
operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  To implement this alternative, 
curb lanes would be repaired or reconstructed, where necessary, and restriped 
and signed as peak period bus lanes.  Since this alternative involves lane 
repaving and/or restriping and would not involve any physical changes to any 
architectural resources or sidewalk, this alternative has no potential to affect 
historic properties.  Based on field observations and a review of the proposed 
improvements under Alternative A-2, no direct or indirect impact on the built 
environment would occur. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-2 would require 
construction activities.  However, the project under this alternative would be 
limited to curb lane reconstruction/repaving or restriping, which are not ground 
disturbing.  Furthermore, Alternative A-2 would not involve sidewalk removal at 
the west-end of the alignment, as in the proposed project or Alternative A.  As 
with the proposed project and Alternative A, due to previous complications of 
encountering tar seepage during construction related activities in portions of the 
project corridor, the ground disturbance proposed for this alternative is not 
anticipated to go beyond two feet below the surface.  Given that the shallowest 
depth where archaeological and paleontological resources may be encountered is 
six feet, it is anticipated that this alternative would not result in any direct or 
indirect impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources.130  Therefore, 
there would be no adverse effects on archaeological and paleontological 
resources. 

Noise and Vibration 

A less-than-significant impact due to noise and vibration would occur under 
this alternative. 

Construction 
Noise impacts from construction of Alternative A-2 are expected to be similar to 
those of the proposed project and Alternative A since the same excavation and 
finishing activities for the reconstruction of the roadway base and the curbs are 
required for Alternative A-2 as for the proposed project and Alternative A.  The 

                                                      
130 ICF International, Archaeological Survey Report for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, Los 
Angeles, California, March 2011. 
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only differences are that under Alternative A-2, the bus lanes would extend only 
as far west as San Vicente Boulevard, and additional resurfacing/ 
reconstruction of the curb lanes between Hoover Avenue and Western Avenue 
and between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard would occur.  
Construction noise impacts would not occur west of the City of Beverly Hills 
since the bus lanes would only extend between South Park View Street and San 
Vicente Boulevard.  However, noise impacts from Western Avenue to Fairfax 
Avenue would be extended from Western Avenue to San Vicente Boulevard 
under Alternative A-2, similar to Alternative A, and from Western Avenue to 
Hoover Street.  Therefore, noise control measures (Mitigation Measures N-1 
and N-2) are also recommended during construction of Alternative A-2 to 
reduce the noise levels to the extent practicable in order to minimize the impact 
on nearby sensitive receptors. 

Vibration levels due to Alternative A-2 construction activity at nearby sensitive 
receptors would be temporary and would be well below the significance criteria 
of 0.2 inches per second Peak Particle Velocity, as demonstrated in Table 4.4-
10.  In addition, Alternative A-2 would not require jut-out removal activities or 
construction activities west of San Vicente Boulevard as under the proposed 
project or Alternative A.  Therefore, construction vibration and groundborne 
noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
Alternative A-2 would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard to bus 
and right-turn only operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  Similar to the 
proposed project and Alternative A, curb lanes would be repaired or 
reconstructed where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus 
lanes.  There are no proposed improvements that would result in a change in 
operational noise output, excluding changes related to traffic noise.  Traffic 
noise impacts are discussed below. 

According to the noise modeling results, since Alternative A-2 would have a 
similar impact on traffic in the region, this alternative would not cause an 
exceedance of City of Los Angeles or County of Los Angeles noise standards 
or materially worsen an existing standard violation.  Noise levels under 
Alternative A-2 in both 2012 and 2020 are predicted to result in no net change 
from those predicted under the base scenario at one of the locations, decrease 
slightly (1 dBA) at one location, and increase only slightly (1 dBA) at others 
(Table 5-33).  Since traffic noise levels would not increase by more than 1 dBA, 
traffic noise associated with Alternative A-2 would result in less-than-significant 
impacts.   
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Table 5-33: Predicted Traffic Noise Levels – Alternative A-2 
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M-1 Wilshire Blvd 
between Westlake 
Ave to Alvarado St 

68 69 69 69 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-2 Wilshire Blvd 
between Alvarado St 
to Park View St 

68 69 69 69 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-3 Wilshire Blvd 
between Shatto Pl to 
Vermont Ave 

69 70 69 70 70 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-4 Wilshire Blvd 
between Oxford Ave 
to Western Ave 

69 69 69 70 69 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-5 Wilshire Blvd 
between Crenshaw 
Blvd to Lorraine Blvd 

70 71 70 71 70 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-6 Wilshire Blvd 
between San Vicente 
Blvd to Tower Dr 

70 71 71 71 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-7 Wilshire Blvd 
between Beverly 
Glen Blvd to Holmby 
Ave 

71 71 71 72 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-8 Wilshire Blvd 
between Glendon 
Ave to Westwood 
Blvd 

70 71 71 71 71 1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-9 Wilshire Blvd from 
Barrington Ave to 
Stoner Ave 

70 70 69 70 70 -1 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

M-10 Olympic Blvd 
between Saltair Ave 
to Bundy Dr 

70 70 70 70 70  0 Permanent Increase of 5 
to10 dBA from existing dBA 

No 

Source: ICF International, 2010.  

The CNEL metric was used as it is the metric used by the City of Los Angeles 
and County of Los Angeles with regards to noise thresholds.  In addition, it 
should be noted that the analysis performed for the proposed project is 
conservative since by using the CNEL metric, a worst-case scenario assumption 
of noise changes during the 24-hour period is used; however, Alternative A-2 
would only have a potential to affect conditions during a.m. and p.m. peak 
periods.  The CNEL metric used by the City and County of Los Angeles also 
applies a more stringent requirement during evening and late night hours.  
Alternative A-2 would not change overnight noise conditions. 
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Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, groundborne vibration in the 
project vicinity would continue to be generated by vehicles traveling along the 
local roadways under Alternative A-2 as they do in the existing condition.  For 
Alternative A-2, there would be no change in the distance from the nearest 
travel lanes to the adjacent land uses along the alignment.  Therefore, 
Alternative A-2 would result in less-than-significant operational vibration 
impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Land Use 

No impact on land use and planning would occur under this alternative. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, this alternative would 
include transportation improvements to portions of the Wilshire Corridor, an 
existing transportation corridor.  No land uses would be acquired, and no land 
uses would be converted to transportation uses under this alternative.  Similar 
to the proposed project and Alternative A, no impacts on land use or 
compatibility with surrounding land uses would occur.  No mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Aesthetics 

A less-than-significant impact would occur relative to the visual character, 
integrity, and quality of the project corridor under Alternative A-2. 

Similar to the proposed project and Alternative A, this alternative would not 
include structures or other elements that would potentially obstruct views of 
far-off scenic features or structures and places that contribute to the visual 
character of the corridor, such as the potentially historic or historically 
significant cultural resources.  Similar to Alternative A, the jut-outs would not 
be removed between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and, therefore, 
no trees would be removed in this area.  Furthermore, since Alternative A-2 
would not involve any activities related to the implementation of bus lanes 
west of the City of Beverly Hills, no street widening or extension of the 
eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard would occur.  Accordingly, 
this alternative would not affect the existing median or result in the removal 
of a number of small jacaranda trees.  This alternative would comply with all 
local construction standards and guidelines, and as such, would not 
significantly affect the visual integrity of the surrounding neighborhood and 
streetscape/landscape along Wilshire Boulevard.  Similar to the proposed 
project and Alternative A, this alternative would not result in a substantial 
new amount of lighting, or shadow effects, along Wilshire Boulevard.  
Because this alternative involves a smaller project area and does not include 
the removal of jut-outs and street trees, fewer visual changes would occur 
than under the proposed project or Alternative A.  Therefore, less than 
significant visual impacts would result under Alternative A-2. 
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Biology 

A less-than-significant impact would occur relative to biological resources 
under Alternative A-2. 

As discussed for the proposed project and Alternative A, Alternative A-2 is 
entirely within the Wilshire corridor.  The project corridor is already used by 
buses and other vehicles.  To create peak period curbside bus lanes to 
accommodate existing buses would not create any new impacts to existing 
biological resources, including sensitive or special-status species, in the 
project corridor and vicinity.  In addition, the urban setting of the Wilshire 
corridor provides no opportunity for accessible movement between two or 
more existing open spaces.  The operation of Alternative A-2 would not create 
any new impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas and endangered 
species beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, no adverse effects related to 
sensitive biological resources are anticipated to occur.  Furthermore, since the 
bus lanes under Alternative A-2 would only extend to San Vicente Boulevard, 
this alternative would avoid impacts to existing street trees on the jut-out 
sidewalk areas between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue that have 
been identified as potential migratory bird nesting habitat and to the small 
jacaranda trees in the existing median west of Sepulveda Boulevard.  
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur under Alternative A-2. 

5.3 Alternatives Considered But Rejected 
Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that alternatives may be 
eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIR if they fail to meet most of 
the project objectives, are infeasible, or do not avoid any significant 
environmental effects. 

The following sections identify the alternatives that were considered but 
rejected from further consideration. 

5.3.1 Alternative B – Truncated Project Alternative 

Alternative B - The Truncated Project includes the development of 8.7 miles 
of bus lanes within the project corridor, Alternative would include a 
shortened bus route (8.7 miles) compared to the 9.7 miles of exclusive bus 
lanes included under the proposed project.  This alternative reduces the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile from Specifically, this alternative would 
eliminate a bus lane from Valencia Street to South. Park View Street, totaling  
(0.7 mile) and from .  Additionally, under this alternative, a bus lane from 
mid-block Veteran Avenue/Gayley Avenue to Sepulveda Boulevard, totaling 
(0.3 mile).  Similar to the proposed project, this alternative removes the jut-
outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue., would be eliminated. 

Although this project would meet the project’s objectives, this alternative This 
alternative is not being evaluated further because it would neither avoid nor 
substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable effects identified 
for the proposed project.  In addition, there is strong community opposition 
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to the most public comment supported either the implementation of the bus 
lanes for the entire length of the project corridor or the retention of the 
removal of the jut‐outs and existing landscape in the Westwood area between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue and the associated impacts to access 
to residential buildings along Wilshire Boulevard, on-street parking, and 
street trees.  Although this project would meet the project’s objectives, the 
cost of this alternative would exceed the per‐mile amount allowed under the 
Federal Very Small Starts Program because it reduces the project length but 
retains the expense of the jut‐out removal.  Accordingly, this project 
alternative would not qualify for the federal funding that has been allocated to 
the project.  Without this funding, LACMTA and LADOT would not have 
adequate funds to implement this alternative.  

In addition, this alternative would neither avoid nor substantially lessen any 
of the significant effects identified for the proposed project.  As such, this 
project alternative was considered infeasible and eliminated from further 
analysis in this section of the EIR, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c). 

5.3.2 Alternative C – Mini-Bus Lanes Alternative 

The Mini-Bus Lanes Alternative would include 2.5-miles of bus lanes 
compared to the 9.7 miles that would be included under the proposed project.  
This alternative would include bus lanes in selected segments plus street 
improvements and engineering enhancements.    

This alternative is not being evaluated further because, while it would 
improve bus travel time through several congested locations, it would not 
substantially improve schedule reliability and reduce bus “bunching” due to 
congested conditions elsewhere in the corridor.  One of the goals of the 
project is to increase transit ridership by providing more reliable bus service, 
and this alternative would not meet that goal.  This alternative would also be 
very difficult to enforce because of the intermittent nature of the bus lanes, as 
well as their short length, and would require an intensive enforcement 
approach.  Additionally, since this alternative would not create a continuous 
BRT corridor, it would not be eligible for federal funding as part of the Very 
Small Starts Program.  Finally, this alternative would require physical 
widening of Wilshire Boulevard within the Wilshire Community Plan Area, 
which the Community Plan prohibits.  As such, this project alternative was 
considered infeasible and eliminated from further analysis in this section of 
the EIR, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c). 

5.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
The environmentally superior alternative would be the No Project Alternative 
because it would result in no direct environmental impacts.  However, as 
discussed previously, the No Project would not fulfill any of the project 
objectives.  Under the No Project Alternative, no improvement to the Wilshire 
corridor would be made, and consequently, none of the benefits of the 
proposed project, including improvements to bus passenger travel times, bus 
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service reliability, traffic congestion, curb lane conditions, and air quality, 
would be realized. 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  The 
analysis presented above and summarized in Table 5-12 Table 5-34 indicates 
that Alternative A-2 (Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard) would be the 
environmentally superior alternative.  More specifically, Alternative A-2 
would have similar impacts to the proposed project, Alternative A, and 
Alternative A-1 with regards to air quality, cultural resources, noise, and land 
use but would have slightly lesser impacts related to traffic due to fewer 
intersections in 2012 and 2020 that would not be mitigated to less than 
significant levels and the fact that the bus lanes would not extend west of San 
Vicente Boulevard.  In addition, Alternative A-2 would have lesser impacts on 
aesthetics and biological resources due to the retention of trees associated 
with the elimination of the jut-out removal between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue in the Westwood area and the elimination of roadway 
widening and left-turn pocket installation west of Sepulveda Boulevard.  
Accordingly, Alternative A-2 is considered the environmentally superior 
alternative. 
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Table 5-1234:  Comparison of Proposed Project, Alternative A, Alternative A-1, Alternative A-2, and No Project Alternative 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 

Alternative A – Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out 

Removal 

Alternative A-1 – 
Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus 

Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated 
Project with Bus Lanes 
from South Park View 
Street to San Vicente 

Boulevard 
No Project  
Alternative 

Traffic, Circulation, 
and Parking 

Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 
on LOS;  
(8 intersections, year 
2012); 
(9 intersections, year 
2020); 
Mitigation Measure T-
1 

Significant Unavoidable 
Impact on LOS; 
(8 7 intersections year 
2012);  
(5 intersections year 2020); 
Mitigation Measure T-1; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project (fewer 
intersections in 2012 and 
2020 that would not be 
mitigated to less than 
significant levels than the 
proposed project).  

Significant Unavoidable 
Impact on LOS; 
(6 intersections year 2012);  
(7 intersections year 2020); 
Mitigation Measure T-1; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project (fewer 
intersections in 2012 and 
2020 that would not be 
mitigated to less than 
significant levels than the 
proposed project but two 
more intersections in 2020 
than Alternative A). 

Significant Unavoidable 
Impact on LOS; 
(4 intersections year 2012);  
(5 intersections year 2020); 
Mitigation Measure T-1; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project (fewer 
intersections in 2012 and 
2020 that would not be 
mitigated to less than 
significant levels than the 
proposed project and 
Alternative A). 

No Impact 

Air Quality Less-Than-Significant 
Impact 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project and 
Alternative A. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project and 
Alternative A. 

No Impact 

Cultural Resources Less-Than-Significant 
Impact 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact: 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; similar impacts to 
the proposed project or 
Alternative A. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; similar impacts to 
the proposed project or 
Alternative A. 

No Impact 

Noise Less-Than-Significant 
Impact 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project and 
Alternative A. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project and 
Alternative A. 

No Impact 
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Table 5-12:  Comparison of Proposed Project, Alternative A, Alternative A-1, Alternative A-2, and No Project Alternative 
(Continued) 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 

Alternative A – Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out 

Removal 

Alternative A-1 – 
Truncated Project with 

Reduced Length Bus Lanes 
Between Comstock 

Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Alternative A-2 – 
Truncated Project with Bus 

Lanes from South Park 
View Street to San Vicente 

Boulevard 
No Project  
Alternative 

Land Use No Impact  No Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project. 

No Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project. 

No Impact; 
similar impacts to the 
proposed project. 

No Impact 

Aesthetics Less-Than-Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure 
A-1) 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact:; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project since no 
trees would be removed 
between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue due 
to the elimination of jut-
out removal in the 
Westwood area. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project since no 
trees would be removed 
between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue due 
to the elimination of jut-
out removal in the 
Westwood area. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project and 
Alternative A since no trees 
would be removed between 
Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue due to the 
elimination of jut-out 
removal in the Westwood 
area and no widening west 
of Sepulveda Boulevard. 

No Impact 

Biology Less-Than-Significant 
with Mitigation 
Measures  
(Mitigation Measures 
BR-1 and A-1) 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact;: 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project since no 
trees would be removed 
between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue due 
to the elimination of jut-
out removal in the 
Westwood area. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project since no 
trees would be removed 
between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue due 
to the elimination of jut-
out removal in the 
Westwood area. 

Less-Than-Significant 
Impact; 
lesser impacts than the 
proposed project since no 
trees would be removed 
between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue due 
to the elimination of jut-
out removal in the 
Westwood area and no 
widening west of 
Sepulveda Boulevard. 

No Impact 

Source: ICF International, 20102011. 
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Chapter 6.0 Other CEQA Considerations 
This chapter provides a discussion of other CEQA considerations, including a 
discussion of cumulative impacts, a summary of significant unavoidable 
impacts, significant irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing 
effects, and those impacts that were not found to be significant.  The 
revisions to the following sections primarily involve the identification of the 
environmental effects associated with the refinements to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternatives A-1 and A-2) and are shown in track changes (i.e., all additions 
are presented as underlined text [in red], and all deletions are presented as 
strikethrough text [in red]) to allow the readers to compare updated 
information to that presented in Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR/EA since its 
publication in June 2010. 

6.1  Cumulative Impacts 

6.1.1 Regulatory Setting 

Section 15355 of the CEQA guidelines (2005) defines cumulative impacts as 
two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  
Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively 
significant actions that take place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7).  The 
analysis in this chapter is consistent with CEQA guidelines, Section 
15130(b)(1), which directs cumulative impact analyses to include “a summary 
of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or 
certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact.” 

6.1.2 Study Area 

The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project spans approximately 12.5 miles 
would take place along Wilshire Boulevard between Valencia Street to the east 
and Centinela Avenue to the west.  Of the 12.5 miles, improvements would 
occur on 9.9 miles of Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles (9.1 
miles) and , including the portion of Wilshire Boulevard between Veteran 
Avenue and Federal Avenue (0.8 mile) that is under the jurisdiction of the 
County of Los Angeles.  Buses would operate in mixed-flow traffic along the 
The portion of Wilshire Boulevard within the City of Beverly Hills (between 
San Vicente Boulevard and one block west of Whittier Drive). is not included 
as part of the proposed project. 
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6.1.3 Impact Assessment 

Methodology 

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.  The individual effects may be changes resulting 
from a single project or a number of separate projects, whereas the 
cumulative impact is the change in the environment from the incremental 
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant, projects taking place over a 
period of time. 

CEQA requires that the discussion of cumulative impacts reflects the severity 
of the impacts, as well as the likelihood of their occurrence; however, the 
discussion need not be as detailed as the discussion of environmental 
impacts attributable to the proposed project alone.  Further, the discussion is 
intended to be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.  
CEQA also requires an EIR to explore the long-term effects of a proposed 
project, those impacts which may not be tangible in the near term, but may 
ultimately evolve into significant adverse environmental impacts in the long 
term.  Issues to be addressed in the EIR include the growth-inducing impacts 
of the proposed project and significant irreversible effects.  The CEQA 
Guidelines state that the discussion of growth-inducing impacts should focus 
on the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly 
or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. 

An adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts involves analyzing 
either (1) “a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing 
related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside 
the control of the agency,” or (2) “a summary of projections contained in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which 
described or evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the 
cumulative impact.” 

This cumulative impact analysis relies on method (2) described above.  This 
cumulative impact analysis incorporates the regional projections from the 
SCAG RTP.  The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project is located within the City 
of  Los Angeles Subregion.    (the portion of Wilshire Boulevard within the 
City of Beverly Hills is not included as part of the proposed project).  The RTP 
reflects transportation, population, employment, and land use data for the six-
county SCAG area through the year 2035 and, thus, is an appropriate basis 
for the analysis of cumulative impacts. 

The region-wide impact analysis conducted in the RTP PEIR (SCH No. 
2007061126, May 2008), serves as the basis for this analysis of cumulative 
impacts, per Section 15150 of the CEQA guidelines.  SCAG states that lead 
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agencies, such as the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (LACMTA), may use the region-wide impact analysis contained in 
the RTP PEIR as the basis of their cumulative impact analysis.  The RTP 
PEIR contains a thorough analysis of environmental impacts resulting from 
implementation of various transportation projects throughout SCAG’s six 
county region that encompasses approximately 38,000 square miles.  
Therefore, the RTP PEIR is used as the basis of this cumulative impact 
analysis and is hereby incorporated by reference per Section 15150 of CEQA 
guidelines.  

As described in the Traffic Study, traffic volume forecasts are based upon the 
results of the SCAG RTP travel demand model.  The model was updated and 
refined specifically for use in this study.  The socioeconomic data in the 
model, for example, were refined to include large known future development 
projects provided by LADOT.  These projects are listed in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Future Development Projects 

Area Location Project Description 

West LA 11122 W Pico Blvd 538 Apartments,  
212,000 sf Target,  
54,000 sf Supermarket 

Westwood Glendon Ave/Kinross 
Ave 

50,000 sf Shopping Center,  
350 Apartments 

Central LA Wilshire Blvd/Hoover St 156,000 tsf Shopping Center 

Downtown Figueroa St/8th Pl 836 Condos,  
988,255 sf Office,  
480 Hotel Rooms,  
46,000 sf Retail 

Downtown Figueroa St/7th St Korean Air project to replace Wilshire 
Grand Hotel with new Hotel and 
Office space 

sf = square feet. 

Source: Iteris, 2010. 

The cumulative impacts analysis examines the impacts of the proposed 
project as discussed in Sections 4.1 to 4.7 within the framework of the 
cumulative regional transportation analysis contained in the RTP PEIR.  
These impacts are summarized below. 
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Traffic 

The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would result in 
regionally beneficial cumulative impacts on traffic circulation.  However, both 
the proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would also result in 
cumulatively significant localized traffic impacts under CEQA.  The No 
Project Alternative would not result in cumulative impacts. 

The RTP PEIR indicates that the region is expected to grow in both 
population and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Development and 
redevelopment would result in increased traffic congestion, including along 
Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 
would improve the efficiency of existing transit services, which would expand 
regional transportation choices.  The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-
1, and A-2 are aimed at improving regional quality of life and overall mobility.  
The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would result in a 
decrease in VMT due to the increased use of transit.  Therefore, the proposed 
project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would result in a beneficial 
cumulative effect on regional traffic circulation.  The No Project Alternative 
would neither directly affect nor contribute to a cumulative impact on 
regional traffic circulation nor result in any possible beneficial cumulative 
effect. 

However, in terms of impacts of the proposed project on local traffic 
circulation, the proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to the exceedance of 
LOS criteria for multiple intersections in both years 2012 and 2020.  As 
described in the Traffic Study and as summarized in Section 4.1, traffic 
volume forecasts are based upon the results of the SCAG RTP travel demand 
model, which was updated and refined specifically for use in this study.  As 
discussed in Section 4.1, eight intersections within the project study area are 
forecast to remain significantly affected under 2012 project conditions 
because no feasible mitigation measure could be identified.  In addition, nine 
intersections are forecast to remain significantly affected under 2020 project 
conditions because no feasible mitigation measure could be identified.  
Under Alternative A, as described in Section 5.2.2, eight seven intersections 
within the project study area are forecast to remain significantly affected 
under 2012 conditions, and five intersections are forecast to remain 
significantly affected under 2020 conditions.  Under Alternative A-1, as 
described in Section 5.2.3, six intersections within the project study area are 
forecast to remain significantly affected under 2012 conditions, and seven 
intersections are forecast to remain significantly affected under 2020 
conditions.  Under Alternative A-2, as described in Section 5.2.4, four 
intersections within the project study area are forecast to remain significantly 
affected under 2012 conditions, and five intersections are forecast to remain 
significantly affected under 2020 conditions.  As a result of the significant 
and unavoidable impacts to these local intersections, the proposed project and 
Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would also result in significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts in terms of localized traffic circulation at these 
intersections.  The No Project Alternative would not result in any changes to 

184



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 6.0 Other CEQA Considerations 
Federal Transit Authority 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 6-5 April 2011 

traffic and would not contribute to a cumulative impact on local traffic 
circulation. 

Air Quality 

The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would result in 
cumulatively beneficial air quality impacts.  Less than significant cumulative 
impacts related to criteria pollutants, and GHGs would result.  The No 
Project Alternative would not result in cumulative impacts. 

The implementation of public transit projects, such as the proposed project or 
Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2, would enhance the efficiency of existing transit 
services and help to remove vehicles from roadways and freeways, decreasing 
the VMT and the usage of fuels.  Lower automobile VMT corresponds to a 
reduction of criteria pollutant emissions from the vehicles.  Consistent with 
the RTP PEIR air quality analysis, the proposed project and Alternatives A, A-
1, and A-2 would result in a net cumulative beneficial effect to regional air 
quality resulting from the increased transit ridership and the anticipated 
reduction in automobile use.  The No Project Alternative would neither affect 
nor contribute to a cumulative impact on air quality nor result in any possible 
beneficial cumulative effect. 

The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 
would contribute to the implementation of the adopted Air Quality 
Management Plan.  The SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative 
impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air 
quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the federal and 
State Clean Air Acts.  As discussed in Section 4.2, the proposed project 
would be consistent with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the Basin 
into attainment for all criteria pollutants.129  Similarly, Alternatives A, A-1, 
and A-2 would also be consistent with the AQMP. 

In addition, the mass regional emissions calculated for the proposed project 
and presented in Table 4.2-4 (regional construction emissions) would not 
exceed applicable SCAQMD daily significance thresholds, which are designed 
to assist the region in attaining the applicable state and national ambient air 
quality standards.  The proposed project would comply with the SCAQMD’s 
Rule 403 (fugitive dust control) during construction, as well as all other 
adopted AQMP emissions control measures.  Per SCAQMD rules and 
mandates, as well as the CEQA requirement that significant impacts be 
mitigated to the extent feasible, these same requirements (i.e., Rule 403 

                                                      
129  CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) states “A lead agency may determine that a project's 

incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will 
comply with the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program which 
provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem (e.g. 
water quality control plan, air quality plan, integrated waste management plan) within the 
geographic area in which the project is located. Such plans or programs must be specified in law 
or adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public 
review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the 
public agency.” 
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compliance, the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, and 
compliance with adopted AQMP emissions control measures) would also be 
imposed on all projects Basin-wide.  As such, cumulative impacts with 
respect to criteria pollutant emissions would be less than significant.  Similar 
to the proposed project, emissions associated with Alternatives A, A-1, and A-
2 would not exceed SCAQMD daily significance thresholds and would comply 
with the emissions control measures described above.  Therefore, cumulative 
impacts with respect to criteria pollutants for Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 
would be less than significant. 

As described in Section 4.2, the proposed project would serve to reduce GHG 
emissions, in comparison to existing conditions, by improving existing traffic 
circulation and relieving existing local congestion.  Implementation of 
prescribed mitigation measures during construction would further reduce the 
proposed project’s GHG emissions.  As described in Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 
5.2.4, Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would also serve to reduce GHG 
emissions.  As such, the proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 
would not conflict with the State’s goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020.  Impacts relative to GHG emissions and climate change would 
be less than significant.  Accordingly, the contribution of either the proposed 
project or Alternatives A, A-1, or A-2 to climate change/worldwide GHG 
emissions would be less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

The proposed project and Alternatives  A, A-1, and A-2 would result in less-
than-significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources.  The No Project 
Alternative would not result in cumulative impacts. 

The RTP PEIR indicates that a significant cumulative impact to cultural 
resources would result due to a substantial increase in urbanization in the 
SCAG region.  Certain transportation improvements in the RTP would result 
in significant impacts to historic, archaeological, and paleontological 
resources.  Impacts to cultural resources resulting from the Wilshire Bus 
Rapid Transit Project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels; the proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and 
A-2, therefore, would not contribute to the adverse cumulative cultural 
resources impacts detailed in the RTP PEIR.  Under the No Project 
Alternative, the project corridor would remain in its current state.  As no 
construction would occur under the No Project Alternative, there would be no 
potential for historic or subsurface cultural resources to be disturbed. 

As described in Section 4.3, no surficial prehistoric or historic archaeological 
sites or features were identified in the study area.  Further, no impacts on 
historic properties or historical resources were identified.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute to cumulative impacts in these 
categories. 

Regarding archaeological resources, two previously recorded historic sites, as 
well as the archaeological/paleontological La Brea Tar Pits site, are located in 
areas where construction-related activities are proposed.  Even though the 
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project area is heavily urbanized, buried cultural resources have been 
identified during previous construction-related ground-disturbing activities in 
proximity to the project route.  Therefore, there is the potential for buried 
cultural resource deposits to exist beneath previously disturbed and developed 
land surfaces.  However, as described in Section 4.3, compliance with Section 
15064.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines will ensure that no adverse significant 
impacts would occur. 

In terms of potential impacts to paleontological resources resulting from the 
proposed project, pavement replacement is not considered a ground-
disturbing activity.  In addition, due to previous complications of 
encountering tar seepage during construction related activities in this area, 
the proposed ground disturbance for this project is anticipated not go beyond 
two feet below the surface.  Therefore, no impacts would be anticipated to 
occur.  Nevertheless, compliance with Section 15064.5(d) of the CEQA 
Guidelines would further ensure that no adverse significant impact would 
occur.  Also, compliance with Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines 
would ensure that impacts to human remains would be less than significant. 

As described in Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 5.2.4, Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 
would not require construction activities that would result in the potential for 
subsurface cultural resources to be disturbed.  Similar to the proposed 
project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts.   

Impacts on cultural resources, as identified above, would be avoided or 
reduced to a level of less than significant, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines.  Therefore, the impacts would be on individual resources and 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Noise 

The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would result in less-
than-significant cumulative noise impacts.  The No Project Alternative would 
not result in cumulative impacts. 

The proposed project would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire 
Boulevard to bus and right-turn only operation in the peak periods on 
weekdays.  To implement the proposed project, curb lanes would be repaired 
or reconstructed, where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period 
bus lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to 
Wilshire Boulevard by widening or removing jut-outs.  These project 
elements, however, would not require major construction work, and 
construction vibration and groundborne noise impacts would be less than 
significant.  Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to 
cumulative noise and vibration impacts.  Noise impacts from construction of 
Alternatives A and A-1 are expected to be similar to those of the proposed 
project.  The only difference is that under Alternatives A and A-1, there would 
be no jut-out removal activities for realignment of the curbs from Comstock 
Avenue to Malcolm Avenue and there would be some additional curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing.  Therefore, construction noise impacts would be 
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less along this stretch of Wilshire Boulevard under Alternatives A and A-1 than 
under the proposed project.  As with the proposed project, Alternatives A and 
A-1 would not contribute to cumulative noise and vibration impacts.  Noise 
impacts from construction of Alternative A-2 are expected to be similar to those 
of the proposed project, as well as Alternatives A and A-1.  The only difference 
is that under Alternative A-2, the bus lanes would only extend to San Vicente 
Boulevard and some additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing may occur 
on the eastern segment of the project, subject to funding availability.  
Therefore, construction noise impacts would not occur west of the City of 
Beverly Hills under Alternative A-2 and would be considered less than the 
proposed project, Alternative A, or Alternative A-1.  As with the proposed 
project and Alternatives A and A-1, Alternative A-2 would not contribute to 
cumulative noise and vibration impacts.  

The No Project Alternative would not change vibration or groundborne noise 
levels from existing conditions along the project corridor.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

As described in Section 4.4, the proposed project is not expected to generate 
substantial noise above existing ambient noise levels in the project area, 
which is attributed mainly to traffic on Wilshire Boulevard.  The only element 
of the project that would have the potential to change the existing noise 
setting would be any changes to traffic that result from the proposed project.  
The traffic noise analysis conducted for the proposed project was based on 
cumulative traffic conditions predicted to occur in the project area.  The 
proposed project would not increase traffic noise by more than 1 dB along 
Wilshire Boulevard within the project corridor, and, thus, the City of Los 
Angeles and County of Los Angeles noise compatibility standard would not 
be exceeded (See Table 4.4-9).  Similarly, since traffic noise levels would not 
increase by more than 1 dBA for Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2, traffic noise 
associated with any one of these project this alternatives would also result in 
less-than-significant impacts.  Therefore, the proposed project and 
Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 are not considered to contribute to a significant 
cumulative noise impact during operation. 

Land Use 

The proposed project, Alternatives A, A-1, A-2,  and the No Project Alternative 
would not result in cumulative impacts related to land use. 

Projects included in the RTP are intended to increase the overall accessibility 
and mobility of persons within the SCAG region.  The Wilshire Bus Rapid 
Transit Project would contribute to the beneficial impact of increased 
accessibility to community resources, businesses, and residences and 
increased mobility along Wilshire Boulevard.   

A series of general improvements would be made to Wilshire Boulevard, 
including the conversion of existing curb lanes to bus lanes and the 
upgrading of the existing transit signal priority system.  These project 
elements, however, would not require major construction work.  The 
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proposed project would not result in divisions of existing communities or 
significant conflicts with any applicable land use plan, policy, regulation, 
habitat conservation plan, or natural community conservation plan.  In 
addition, the proposed project would not result in any land use compatibility 
conflicts, which could have the potential to result in significant changes to the 
existing land use pattern.  Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would include 
transportation improvements to portions of the Wilshire Corridor that are 
similar to the proposed project.  Therefore, there are no cumulative impacts 
to local land use plans or policies resulting from the Alternatives A, A-1, and 
A-2.   

The No Project Alternative would not implement any of the improvements 
proposed by the project or under Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2.  Therefore, the 
No Project Alternative would neither directly affect nor contribute to a 
cumulative impact on land use nor result in any possible beneficial 
cumulative effect. 

Aesthetics (Loss of Trees) 

The proposed project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would result in less-
than-significant cumulative impacts related to visual quality and character.  
The No Project Alternative would not result in cumulative impacts. 

As described in Section 4.6, the implementation of Mitigation Measure A-1 
would ensure that no significant cumulative visual impacts resulting from the 
proposed project would occur due to the loss of landscaping and trees 
associated with the removal of jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue and the roadway widening between Sepulveda Boulevard 
and Federal Avenue.  Under Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2, the jut-outs would 
not be removed between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and, 
therefore, no trees would be removed in this area.  Under Alternative A-2, 
roadway widening between Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue and an 
eastbound left-turn pocket extension at Sepulveda Boulevard, would not 
occur, and, therefore, no trees would be removed in this area.  BRT 
operations are already occurring along the project alignment.  The proposed 
project and Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would create peak period bus lanes to 
accommodate existing buses.  Accordingly, no significant adverse changes to 
the visual character or the visual quality of the Wilshire corridor would occur 
either individually or cumulatively.  

Under the No Project Alternative, the improvements under the proposed 
project would not be implemented.  No construction activities would take 
place, no street facilities would be altered, and, therefore, no cumulative 
visual impacts would occur. 

Biological Resources (Loss of Trees) 

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts 
to biological resources after mitigation.  Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would 
result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to biological 
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resources.  The No Project Alternative would not result in cumulative 
impacts. 

Tree removal along the project corridor could result in impacts to migratory 
birds and their active nests.  Construction activities as a result of the proposed 
project and other projects in the area could potentially result in significant 
cumulative impacts to migratory birds.  As described in Section 4.7, 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 has been identified to ensure that impacts to 
nesting birds are reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, a 
cumulatively significant impact to nesting birds, or their habitat, would not 
be expected to occur.  

As stated in Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 5.2.4, the operation of Alternatives A, A-
1, and A-2 would not create any new impacts related to ecologically sensitive 
areas and endangered species beyond existing conditions.  Furthermore, 
Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would avoid impacts to existing street trees on 
the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue that have been 
identified as potential migratory bird nesting habitat.  The segment of the 
proposed project, where an existing eastbound left-turn pocket would be 
extended and the street widened between Bonsall and Federal Avenues under 
Alternatives A and A-1, would involve the removal of a maximum of 30 small 
jacaranda trees between I-405 and Federal Avenue.  However, these trees are 
ornamental and would not provide suitable habitat for migratory birds.  Since 
the bus lanes under Alternative A-2 would only extend to San Vicente 
Boulevard, this alternative would avoid impacts to the jacaranda trees in the 
existing median west of Sepulveda Boulevard.  Therefore, a less-than-
significant cumulative impact would occur under Alternatives A, A-1, and A-
2. 

6.2 Summary of Significant Unavoidable 
Impacts 
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to document 
significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the proposed project 
is implemented.  Specifically, Section 15126.2(b) states that the EIR should: 

Describe any significant impacts, including those, which can 
be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. 
Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without 
imposing an alternative design, their implications and the 
reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding 
their effect, should be described. 

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of a project may not 
always be mitigated to a level that is considered less than significant (either 
through the imposition of project-specific mitigation measures or through the 
imposition of an alternative project design).  In such cases, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations must be prepared prior to approval of the project, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15090 and 15093.  Because 
implementation of the proposed project would create significant, unavoidable 
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impacts, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is required to describe 
specific reasons for approving the project, based on information contained within 
the Final EIR, as well as any other information in the public record.  Based on 
information contained in this EIR, the following are the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project: 

As discussed in Section 4.1, the following eight intersections are forecast to 
remain significantly affected under 2012 project conditions because no feasible 
mitigation measures that would fully reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels could be identified: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard; 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Veteran Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard;  

• Overland Avenue/Pico Boulevard; 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; and 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard. 

The following nine intersections are forecast to remain significantly affected 
under 2020 project conditions because no feasible mitigation measures that 
would fully reduce impacts to less than significant levels could be identified: 

• Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard; 

• Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard; 

• Veteran Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Overland Avenue/Santa Monica Boulevard; 

• Westwood Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard; 

• Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard;  

• Overland Avenue/Pico Boulevard; 

• Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard; and 

• La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard. 

As a result of the significant and unavoidable impacts to these local 
intersections within the project study area, the proposed project would also 
result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts in terms of localized 
traffic circulation at these intersections.  

Similarly, as discussed in the Traffic Study, and in Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 
5.2.4, Alternative A would result in significant unavoidable impacts at eight 
seven intersections in year 2012, and five intersections in year 2020; 
Alternative A-1 would result in significant unavoidable impacts at six 
intersections in year 2012, and seven intersections in year 2020; and 
Alternative A-2 would result in significant unavoidable impacts at four 
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intersections in year 2012, and five intersections in year 2020.  Therefore, 
Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would have a lesser but still significant 
unavoidable impact on localized traffic circulation.  

6.3  Significant Irreversible Environmental 
Changes 
Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to consider 
any significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by 
the proposed project should it be implemented. Specifically, Section 
15126.2(c) states that: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and 
continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a 
large commitment of such  resources makes removal or 
nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, 
secondary impacts (such as a highway improvement which 
provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally 
commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible 
damage can result from environmental accidents associated 
with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources 
should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption 
is justified. 

The implementation of public transit improvement projects, such as the 
proposed project or, Alternative A, A-1, or A-2, would help to remove vehicles 
from roadways and freeways, easing the increase in VMT and the usage of 
fuels.  The proposed project or , Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would result in less 
energy consumption and, as such, would result in a beneficial energy impact.  

However, the construction and implementation of the proposed project or, 
Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would entail the irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of some energy and human resources, including labor required 
for the planning, design, construction and operation of the proposed project 
or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2.  These resources include the following: 

• Consumption of nonrenewable energy resources as a result of  
operation and maintenance of the proposed transportation 
improvements, even if energy rates do not exceed existing use rates; 

• Commitment of natural resources during minor construction 
activities associated with the proposed project or , Alternative A, A-1, 
or A-2 including the consumption of fossil fuels and the use of 
construction materials, and 

• Removal of a maximum of 40 street trees along Wilshire Boulevard, 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue , and up to 30 small 
jacaranda trees in the median of Wilshire Boulevard between I-405 
and Federal Avenue during construction of the proposed project.  
However, as described in Section 4.7, required mitigation would 
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ensure that new street trees shall be planted nearby within the project 
area to replace those removed during construction. 

6.4 Growth-Inducing Impacts 
The projects outlined in the RTP would contribute to new growth or the 
intensity of development within the SCAG region.  The SCAG region is 
expected to grow in population by 33 percent (or 5.9 million persons) between 
2005 and 2035.  Likewise, employment in the region is expected to grow by 32 
percent during the same time period.  The proposed project or Alternative A, 
A-1, or A-2, however, is a transportation enhancement project aimed at 
improving the efficiency of an existing transit system; it is not a significant 
new development project. Also, the proposed project or, Alternative A, A-1, or 
A-2 involves minimal construction activities and is not anticipated to create a 
significant number of permanent jobs.  The proposed project or Alternative 
A, A-1, or A-2 would, therefore, not spur new regional growth in terms of 
population or employment and would not result in significant growth-
inducing impacts. 

6.5 Effects Not Found to Be Significant 
CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain discussion indicating the 
reasons that certain possible significant effects of a project were determined 
to be less than significant and thus, were not analyzed in the EIR.  
Discussions of those impacts found not to be significant are provided below: 

6.5.1 Aesthetics 

Scenic vistas and views, including the Hollywood Hills, the Santa Monica 
Mountains, and the downtown Los Angeles skyline are visible from portions 
of the Wilshire corridor.  However, the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, 
or A-2 would not include construction of any structures or other elements 
that would result in the obstruction of these views and vistas.  Therefore, 
these potential aesthetic impacts were not found to be significant.  

The project corridor is located in a developed urban area with a number of 
historically significant structures.  Of the 18 resources that were identified in 
the historic survey, six were determined eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  However, the proposed project or Alternative A, 
A-1, or A-2 would not include elements, such as structures or other vertical 
visual features, that would significantly affect or visually obstruct scenic 
resources in the project area.  Additionally, the proposed project or 
Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not include elements that would potentially 
obstruct views of far-off scenic features or structures and places or introduce 
a substantial new amount of lighting on Wilshire Boulevard.  Alternative A-2, 
in particular, would not result in any physical changes to Wilshire Boulevard 
west of the City of Beverly Hills.  Impacts to views and scenic vistas and 
lighting would be considered less than significant. 
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Under the proposed project, the proposed curb improvements between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue along the portion of the corridor in 
the Westwood area could result in the removal of a maximum of 25 magnolia 
trees.  See Section 4.6 for discussion of potential aesthetic impacts related to 
visual quality and character resulting from proposed tree removal. 

6.5.2 Agriculture Agricultural Resources 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would be implemented 
along the Wilshire corridor.  The Wilshire corridor is not zoned for 
agricultural uses or subject to any Williamson Act contracts.  The proposed 
project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural 
uses.  Therefore, agricultural impacts were not found to be significant. 

6.5.3 Biological Resources 

The project corridor is located within a highly developed urban area, where 
there are few suitable habitats for wildlife.  As such, there are no expected 
impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas, sensitive or special-status 
species, or riparian habitats.  The project corridor is not located within or 
adjacent to any areas that would be considered a wetland as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Therefore, these potential biological 
resource impacts were not found to be significant. 

The segment of the proposed project, where jut-outs are proposed to be 
removed, would involve the removal of a maximum of 40 magnolia trees 
along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, 
which may serve as habitat for migratory birds.  According to the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), it is unlawful at any time, by any means, or in any 
manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill migratory birds.  The law 
applies to the removal of nests occupied by migratory birds during the 
breeding season.  See Section 4.7 for discussion of potential impacts to 
migratory birds that could result from proposed tree removal.   

6.5.4 Geology/Soils 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would involve 
improvements to an existing transportation corridor already used by buses 
and other vehicles.  Implementation of the proposed project or Alternative A, 
A-1, or A-2 would not create any new impacts related to fault rupture and 
seismic ground shaking beyond existing conditions.  No new structures 
would be exposed to fault rupture or liquefaction.   

As the project corridor is currently paved, the potential for soil erosion is low.  
Additionally, the project corridor is not located in a landslide area.  
Implementation of the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would 
not create any new impacts related to lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, collapse, or expansive soils beyond existing conditions.  Septic 
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tanks would not be used under the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or 
A-2.  Therefore, geological impacts were not found to be significant. 

6.5.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not require the 
removal of significant (greater than 2 feet below the surface) soil or ground 
excavation.  Based on the historic commercial use, there is a potential that 
some soils and/or groundwater may be contaminated below the surface of the 
corridor.  However, based on the extent of proposed excavation, it is not likely 
that that any potentially contaminated soil and/or groundwater would be 
disturbed.  

No new hazards or hazardous materials would be introduced under the 
proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 since the same types and 
numbers of buses would continue to operate.  As such, project operation 
would not create any new impacts to schools related to the use of hazardous 
materials beyond existing conditions.  

The Cortese list was reviewed for any sites located within or in the vicinity of 
the project corridor, and no such sites were identified.  However, a review of 
the list of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) and other cleanup 
sites identified 12 sites that are located along the project corridor.   

However, it is highly unlikely based on the extent of ground disturbance 
required for the project that any potentially contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater would be disturbed as a result of the construction for the 
proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2.  It is also not likely that 
methane gas would be encountered.  No impact related to emergency 
response or evacuation plans is anticipated to occur.  Therefore, any potential 
hazard/hazardous materials impacts were not found to be significant. 

6.5.6 Hydrology/Water Quality 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would neither create nor 
contribute to water quality degradation.  Project construction would comply 
with applicable federal, State, and local regulations, as well as other code 
requirements and permit provisions to prevent any violation of water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements. 

The Wilshire corridor is entirely paved and does not allow groundwater 
recharge.  Therefore, the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would 
not deplete or degrade groundwater resources or result in any reduction in 
groundwater.  Project operation would not create any new impacts related to 
stormwater quality and storm drainage system capacity beyond existing 
conditions.  . Implementation of the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or 
A-2 would not create any new impacts related to flooding due to dam failure 
beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, any potential hydrology or water 
quality impacts were not found to be significant. 
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6.5.7 Mineral Resources 

According to the City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element Appendix 
E, portions of the Wilshire corridor are underlain with oil resources.  These 
include the area in the vicinity of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and 
Hoover Street, the area between La Brea Avenue and Fairfax Avenue, and the 
area just west of the Beverly Hills/Los Angeles city boundary.130  Project 
construction would not increase the rates of existing oil extraction or affect 
production and abandonment plans for any of the oil resources in the project 
area.  Therefore, mineral resource impacts were not found to be significant. 

6.5.8 Population and Housing 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not include a 
housing element.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project or Alternative 
A, A-1, or A-2 would induce a direct substantial population growth as it would 
not provide additional housing units to the area.  Project operation would not 
create any new impacts related to population and housing beyond existing 
conditions.  Therefore, impacts related to population growth were not found 
to be significant. 

6.5.9 Public Services 

Temporary  police and fire access impacts would be minimized with the 
implementation of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) during the 
construction period of the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2.  The 
proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not result in the 
acquisition of any parcels and, as such, would not result in the displacement 
of existing LAPD or LAFD facilities.  Additionally, the proposed project or 
Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 could result in a beneficial impact to fire and police 
services by converting two existing lanes used for mixed-flow or, in some 
cases, for parking.  The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would 
not cause an additional demand on local schools, libraries, or parks.  
Therefore, impacts related to public services were not found to be significant. 

6.5.10 Recreation 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not include a 
housing component, and, therefore, increased demand on existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities is not 
anticipated to occur. The current existing bus routes serving the Wilshire 
corridor would continue to operate and would not require new or additional 
employees.  Therefore, impacts related to recreation were not found to be 
significant. 

                                                      
130  City of Los Angeles. Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element, Appendix E. May, 1994. 
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6.5.11 Utilities 

The proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would not create additional 
land uses that would require additional water consumption or generate 
additional wastewater, and as such, would not require additional water or 
wastewater utility infrastructure.  The proposed project or Alternative  A, A-1, 
or A-2 would neither create nor contribute to any new impacts related to 
water consumption or wastewater generation and treatment beyond existing 
conditions.  Additionally, the proposed project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 
would neither create nor contribute to any increase in stormwater runoff that 
would exceed the storm drain system capacity.  Similarly, the proposed 
project or Alternative A, A-1, or A-2 would neither create nor contribute to 
any new impacts related to solid waste disposal beyond existing conditions.  
Therefore, impacts related to utilities were not found to be significant. 
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Chapter 7.0 Environmental Assessment 

7.1 Introduction 
This section reviews the relationship of the proposed action to a series of 
environmental topics, federal legislation, and executive orders that address all 
major areas of the physical environment, as defined by the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA).  The Code of Federal Regulations, which outlines FTA 
policies and procedures for implementing NEPA, states that an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) should “determine which aspects of the 
proposed action have potential for social, economic, or environmental 
impact.”131  The environmental assessment discussion below briefly describes 
the affected environment, potential environmental effects, and cumulative 
impacts related to each topic area.  Where potential effects are identified, 
mitigation measures are provided to minimize or avoid social, economic, or 
environmental harm.  

This EA was part of the Final EIR/EA that was completed in November 2010.  
Subsequent to the release of the Final EIR/EA, the LACMTA Board of 
Directors, in its December 2010 meeting, directed staff to study an additional 
alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue.  This alternative is considered a 
refinement to Alternative A and, as such, is referred to in this document as 
Alternative A-1.  In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City 
Council requested that staff also include a second additional alternative that 
would further reduce the length of the bus lanes west of the City of Beverly 
Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from South Park View Street to 
San Vicente Boulevard.  This second additional alternative is a further 
refinement to Alternative A and is referred to in this document as Alternative 
A-2.  The revisions in the following environmental assessment discussion 
primarily involve the identification of the environmental effects associated 
with the refinements to Alternative A (i.e., Alternatives A-1 and A-2). 

Similar to the proposed action and Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would 
consist of dedicated weekday peak period curbside bus lanes in both the 
eastbound and westbound directions.  However, similar to Alternative A only, 
Alternative A-1 would not implement bus lanes between Valencia Street and 
South Park View Street on the eastern end and from mid-block 
Gayley/Veteran Avenue to Sepulveda Boulevard in the Westwood area, retain 
the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and 
reconstruct/resurface 0.6 mile of curb lanes from Fairfax Avenue to San 
Vicente Boulevard.  However, unlike Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would not 
implement bus lanes along an additional one-mile segment between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue in the Westwood area. 

Alternative A-2 would also consist of dedicated weekday peak period curbside 
bus lanes in both the eastbound and westbound directions similar to those 

                                                      
131  Code of Federal Regulations, Title 23 Section 771.119(b) Environmental Assessments.  
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identified under the proposed action.  However, Alternative A-2 would not 
implement bus lanes between Valencia Street and South Park View Street 
and between the western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Centinela 
Avenue.  Accordingly, the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue would be retained.  Alternative A-2 also includes an option for up to 
1.4 miles of additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing east of the City of 
Beverly Hills from Hoover Avenue to Western Avenue, beyond what was 
identified under the proposed action and subject to funding availability. 

The revisions to the following sections, which are shown in track changes 
(i.e., all additions are presented as underlined text [in red], and all deletions 
are presented as strikethrough text [in red]), reflect the changes that were 
made to the Draft EIR/EA since its publication in June 2010. 

7.2 Environmental Assessment 

7.2.1 Zoning and Land Use 

Affected Environment 

The Wilshire corridor is a densely developed corridor with an abundance of 
commercial land uses.  The majority of land uses adjacent to the Wilshire 
corridor consist of parcels zoned for office, retail, commercial, residential or 
institutional uses (e.g., museums).  Commercial development and some 
multi-family residences front both sides of the project corridor and the 
intersecting north/south streets.  In addition, the Wilshire corridor forms a 
central area for commercial activity for a number of neighborhoods, 
including Westlake/MacArthur Park, Lafayette Park, Koreatown, Wilshire 
Center, Mid-Wilshire, Miracle Mile, Carthay Circle, Carthay Square, South 
Beverly Roxbury, Westwood, Boulevard Heights, West Los Angeles, and 
Brentwood Village. 

The project site is located within five community plan areas in the City of Los 
Angeles.  These community plan areas include Westlake, Wilshire, 
Westwood, West Los Angeles, and Brentwood-Pacific Palisades and are 
briefly described below. 

The Wilshire corridor within the Westlake Community Plan Area is mainly 
commercial and includes office and retail (small businesses and strip malls), 
interspersed with some residential uses, parking lots and recreational 
facilities, such as MacArthur Park and Lafayette Park.  The area consists of a 
mix of mid-rise (8-10 stories) and low-rise buildings. 

In the Wilshire Community Plan Area, a long, narrow corridor of commercial 
activity exists along Wilshire Boulevard, comprised of professional offices and 
retail (strip mall and small businesses), and interspersed with a few multi-
family residential areas.  Additionally, the corridor includes Museum Row, 
Hancock Park, and the La Brea Tar Pits.  Both high and mid-size buildings 
front Wilshire Boulevard in this area.   
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The Westwood Community Plan Area portion of the project site consists of 
multiple-family housing, both high-medium and medium density residential.  
High-rise towers are located along Wilshire Boulevard between the Los 
Angeles Country Club and Malcolm Avenue along Wilshire Boulevard.  Near 
Westwood Boulevard, the high-rise office corridor along Wilshire serves as a 
regional business center with financial institutions and corporate 
headquarters.  The community plan area includes destinations, such as the 
Los Angeles Country Club and the Los Angeles National Cemetery. The 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard contains numerous high-rise (20 stories) 
and mid-rise (8-10 stories) office buildings. 

The West Los Angeles Community Plan Area portion of the project site 
consists of commercial land use, primarily consisting of strip development.  
The majority of commercial facilities are either small-scale and free standing 
or mini-mall type buildings designed to primarily serve local neighborhoods.  
The Wilshire corridor in this community plan area also includes destinations, 
such as the Los Angeles Veterans Administration and Hospital Complex.  
The area consists of a mix of mid-rise (8 to 10 stories) and low-rise buildings. 

The portion of the Wilshire corridor in the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan Area is mainly comprised of commercial uses, such as 
offices and small-scale and free standing or mini-mall type commercial 
developments.  The area consists of a mix of mid-rise (8-10 stories) and low-
rise buildings. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  No construction activities would take place.  Existing land uses 
would not be affected.  

No adverse effects related to consistency with applicable land use plans and 
policies would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action consists of dedicated weekday peak period bus lanes in 
both the eastbound and westbound directions, to be achieved through the 
conversion of the existing curb lanes.  In the Westlake, Wilshire, and 
Westwood Community Plan Areas, the proposed action would convert 
existing curb lanes to weekday peak period bus lanes for an already existing 
transit route between Valencia Street and Fairfax Avenue, the Beverly Hills 
City limits and Comstock Avenue, Malcolm Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard, Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue, and Barrington Avenue and 
Centinela Avenue.  In addition, the proposed action would include the 
removal of jut outs, realignment of curbs and creation of peak period bus 
lanes between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  A portion of the 
project corridor is under County jurisdiction between Veteran Avenue and 
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Federal Avenue (approximately 0.8 mile).  The project elements in this 
portion of the corridor include creating bus lanes by reducing the sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard to a uniform width, restriping of 
lanes, and lengthening the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  

In the West Los Angeles and Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan 
Areas, both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be widened by reducing the 
sidewalk widths on both the north and south sides to accommodate a new 
eastbound peak period bus lane between Federal Avenue and Barrington 
Avenue and conversion of the westbound curbside lane to a peak hour bus 
lane.  No properties would be acquired, and no land use changes would occur.   

Construction impacts anticipated under the proposed action would be not be 
adverse and would be considered temporary.  The proposed action would not 
require any land use changes along the project corridor.  Accordingly, no 
adverse impacts to surrounding land uses would occur. 

The proposed action would be consistent with local plans and policies 
identified in the Westlake, Wilshire, Westwood, Brentwood-Pacific Palisades, 
and West Los Angeles Community Plan.  No adverse effects would occur. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal and 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Alternatives A and A-1 consists of dedicated weekday peak period curbside 
bus lanes in both the eastbound and westbound directions similar to those 
identified under the proposed action.  However, the alignment under both 
Alternatives A and A-1, bus lanes would not be implemented between 
Valencia Street and would terminate at South. Park View Street on the 
eastern end and between mid-block Gayley/Veteran Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard instead of Valencia Street.  Furthermore, the jut-outs between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue would be retained.  Alternative A 
would also involve, but the additional reconstruction and resurfacing of an 
additional 1.8 miles of curb lanes from Fairfax Avenue to San Vicente 
Boulevard and from the western boundary of the City of Beverly Hills to 
Westholme Avenue would occur.  Under Alternative A-1, an additional one 
mile of bus lanes would not be implemented between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue and there would be no not involve additional reconstruction 
and resurfacing of curb lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills to Westholme 
Avenue.  Alternative A-1 also includes a Transit Priority System (TPS) 
communication system upgrade that would further help in reducing potential 
delay and congestion on the corridor. 

However, similar to the proposed action, land use impacts anticipated under 
this these alternatives would not be considered adverse.  This alternative 
Alternatives A and A-1 would not require any land use changes along the 
project corridor.  In the West Los Angeles and Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan Areas, both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be widened 
by reducing the sidewalk widths and restriping to accommodate a new 
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eastbound bus lane between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue.  No 
properties would be acquired, and no land use changes would occur.   

Alternatives A and A-1 would be consistent with local plans and policies 
identified in the Westlake, Wilshire, Westwood, Brentwood-Pacific Palisades, 
and West Los Angeles Community Plan.  No adverse effects would occur. 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Alternative A-2 consists of dedicated weekday peak period curbside bus lanes 
in both the eastbound and westbound directions similar to those identified 
under the proposed action.  However, the implementation of exclusive bus 
lanes would occur from South Park View Street on the eastern end to San 
Vicente Boulevard on the western end; no bus lanes would be implemented 
west of the City of Beverly Hills.  Alternative A-2 also includes an option for 
up to an additional 1.4 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between 
Hoover Avenue and Western Avenue, subject to the availability of funding.  
Alternative A-2 also includes an option for a Transit Priority System (TPS) 
communication system upgrade that would further help in reducing potential 
delay and congestion on the corridor.  Both options are subject to the 
availability of funding. 

However, similar to the proposed action and Alternative A, land use impacts 
anticipated under this alternative would not be considered adverse.  This 
alternative would not require any land use changes along the project corridor.  
No properties would be acquired, and no land use changes would occur. 

Alternative A-2 would be consistent with local plans and policies identified in 
the Westlake, Wilshire, Westwood, Brentwood-Pacific Palisades, and West 
Los Angeles Community Plan.  No adverse effects would occur. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No mitigation measures would be required. 

Proposed Action 

No mitigation measures would be required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No mitigation measures would be required. 

203



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 7.0 Environmental Assessment  
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 7-6 April 2011 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Land uses would remain in their existing conditions.  No improvements to 
mobility along Wilshire Boulevard would occur under this alternative.   

No cumulatively adverse effects to surrounding land uses or to local land use 
plans or policies would result from the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse cumulative impacts to local land use plans or policies are 
anticipated to occur under the proposed action.  The proposed action would 
facilitate improved mobility along Wilshire Boulevard.  A series of general 
improvements would be made to Wilshire Boulevard.  These would include 
the conversion of existing curb lanes to bus lanes and the upgrading of the 
existing transit signal priority system.  These project elements would not 
require major construction work.  The proposed action would not result in 
conflicts with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation.  In addition, 
the proposed action would not result in any land use compatibility conflicts, 
which could have the potential to result in significant adverse changes to the 
existing land use pattern.   

No cumulatively adverse effects to surrounding land uses or to local land use 
plans or policies would result from the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse cumulative impacts to local land 
use plans or policies would occur under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or 
Alternative A-2.  Any one of these This alternatives would facilitate improved 
mobility along Wilshire Boulevard.  A series of general improvements would 
be made to Wilshire Boulevard.  These would include the conversion of 
existing curb lanes to bus lanes and the upgrading of the existing transit 
signal priority system.  These project elements would not require major 
construction work.  None of This these alternatives would not result in 
conflicts with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation.  In addition, 
none of these alternatives would not result in any adverse cumulative land 
use compatibility conflicts, which or could have the potential to result in 
significant adverse changes to the existing land use pattern.   

No cumulatively adverse effects to surrounding land uses or to local land use 
plans or policies would result from Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or 
Alternative A-2. 
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7.2.2 Traffic and Parking 

Affected Environment 

Most daily travel (in terms of VMT) in the study area occurs on surface 
streets.  The project corridor is within the jurisdictions of the City of Los 
Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, and the City of Beverly Hills.  Roadways 
in these jurisdictions have functional classifications that include Major 
Highway, Secondary Highway, Collector Street, and Local Street. 

Wilshire Boulevard is a Major Highway (Class II) with three lanes in each 
direction in most areas.  In the Westwood area between I‐405 and Glendon 
Avenue, Wilshire Boulevard has four lanes in each direction.  In the Westlake 
area east of Park View Street, Wilshire Boulevard has two lanes in each 
direction.  Within the City of Los Angeles, on‐street parking is permitted on 
both sides of the street except during peak periods (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 
4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) in most areas along Wilshire Boulevard.  A brief 
description of other streets and roadways in the project area, including, but 
not limited to, Santa Monica Boulevard, Olympic Boulevard, Alvarado Street, 
Crenshaw Boulevard, Beverly Glen Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, I-405, is 
presented in Section 4.1 of this document and in the traffic report prepared 
by Iteris in March 2010 April 2011 (Appendix B). 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No construction activities or change in operational conditions would occur 
within the Wilshire corridor.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not 
result in an adverse effect related to traffic. 

No adverse effects related to traffic impacts would occur. 

Proposed Action 

Traffic 
The proposed action generally consists of converting the existing eastbound 
and westbound curb lanes along Wilshire Boulevard to weekday peak-period 
bus lanes, thus restricting these lanes to buses and right-turning vehicles 
only, within the Los Angeles City limits from Valencia Street on the east to 
Centinela Avenue on the west, as well as within Los Angeles County limits 
from Veteran Avenue on the east to Federal Avenue on the west, excluding 
the City of Beverly Hills.  The bus lane is expected to begin operations in 
2012; therefore, the year 2012 was chosen to represent opening year 
conditions.  Traffic volume forecasts for year 2012 and 2020 conditions 
(without project and with project scenarios) were based upon the results of 
the SCAG 2008 RTP travel demand model. 

The proposed action would result in unacceptable levels of service and exceed 
local criteria for determining traffic impacts as a result of increased delays at 
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18 of 74 studied intersections in 2012 and 19 of 74 intersections in 2020.  
Most of the delays would be 15 seconds or less, but because the intersections 
are already operating at unacceptable levels of service, the established local 
threshold is very low and triggers a significant local impact resulting from 
delays as low as 2.5 seconds (see Section 4.1 or Appendix B).  The proposed 
action would include Mitigation Measure T-1 in order to reduce or avoid 
these impacts.  After mitigation, unavoidable impacts would remain at 8 of 74 
intersections in 2012 and 9 of 74 intersections in 2020.  However, delays of 
over 15 seconds would occur at only 3 of the 74 intersections in 2012 (Veteran 
Avenue at Sunset Boulevard, Bundy Drive at Wilshire Boulevard, and Fairfax 
Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard) and at only 2 of 74 intersections in 2020 
(Barrington Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard and Bundy Drive at Wilshire 
Boulevard). 

Beyond the Wilshire corridor, the proposed action would be expected to result 
in a beneficial effect on traffic in the metropolitan Los Angeles area, 
particularly within the Mid-City and Westside areas, through the increased 
efficiency and public utilization of the Wilshire BRT system.  Therefore, 
despite any localized traffic impacts discussed above, within the larger context 
of the Wilshire corridor and the City of Los Angeles, the proposed action 
would not have an adverse effect on traffic and circulation. 

No adverse effects related to traffic impacts would occur under the proposed 
action. 

Parking 
The proposed action would result in the removal of approximately 11 parking 
spaces between Valencia Street and Fairfax Avenue (a distance of 
approximately 5.5 miles) to accommodate larger or relocated bus stops for 
facilitating bus movements in and out of stops.  The removed parking spaces 
would be spread throughout this segment of the project, with no more than 
three spaces being removed on any single block.  The removed parking 
spaces would have a small effect on parking supply to serve local businesses 
during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is prohibited under 
current conditions; as such, the removal of these parking spaces would not 
affect parking supply at all. 

In addition to the 11 parking spaces discussed above, under the proposed 
action, parking in approximately 85 existing on-street parking spaces between 
Selby Avenue and Comstock Avenue would be prohibited during peak hours.  
As a result, guests of certain residents may be required to either park in 
spaces on adjacent streets within a preferential parking district or use off-
street visitor parking spaces.  However, a project’s potential impact on 
parking supply is considered a social impact, not an environmental impact.  
Therefore, the removal or restriction of parking spaces on Wilshire 
Boulevard would not result in adverse effects related to parking. 

No adverse effects related to parking would occur under the proposed action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal 

Traffic 
Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A would involve improvements to 
the Wilshire BRT system.  Alternative A would not include the removal of jut-
outs between Malcolm Avenue and Comstock Avenue and include an 
additional 1.8 miles of curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing.   

Alternative A would result in unacceptable levels of service and exceed local 
criteria for determining traffic impacts as a result of increased delays at 15 of 
74 studied intersections in 2012 and 14 of 74 intersections in 2020.  Similar to 
the proposed action, most of the delays would be 15 seconds or less, but 
because the intersections are already operating at unacceptable levels of 
service, the established local threshold is very low and triggers a significant 
local impact resulting from delays as low as 2.5 seconds (see Section 4.1 5.2.2 
or Appendix B).  Accordingly, Alternative A would include Mitigation 
Measure T-1, in order to reduce or avoid these impacts.  After mitigation, 
unavoidable impacts would occur at 8 of 74 intersections in 2012, and 5 of 74 
intersections in 2020.  However, delays of over 15 seconds would occur at 
only 2 1 of the 74 intersections in 2012 (Bundy Drive at Wilshire Boulevard) 
and at 2 of the 74 intersections in 2020 (Bundy Drive at Wilshire Boulevard 
and Fairfax Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard). 

Beyond the Wilshire corridor, Alternative A would be expected to result in a 
beneficial effect on traffic in the metropolitan Los Angeles area, particularly 
within the Mid-City and Westside areas, through the increased efficiency and 
public utilization of the Wilshire BRT system.  Therefore, despite localized 
traffic impacts, within the larger context of the Wilshire corridor and the City 
of Los Angeles, Alternative A would not have an substantial adverse effect on 
traffic and circulation. 

No adverse effects related to traffic impacts would occur under Alternative A. 

Parking 
Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A would result in the removal of 
approximately 11 parking spaces between S. Park View Street and Fairfax 
Avenue (a distance of approximately 4.8 miles) to accommodate larger or 
relocated bus stops for facilitating bus movements in and out of stops.  The 
removed parking spaces would be spread throughout this segment of the 
project, with no more than three spaces being removed on any single block.  
The removed parking spaces would have a small effect on parking supply to 
serve local businesses during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is 
prohibited under current conditions; as such, the removal of these parking 
spaces would not affect parking supply at all. 

Under Alternative A, parking supply would be unchanged between Comstock 
Avenue and Malcolm Avenue since jut-outs in this area would be retained.  
Therefore, no impact on parking would occur in this area. 

No adverse effects related to parking would occur under Alternative A. 
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Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Traffic 
Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A-1 would involve improvements 
to the Wilshire BRT system.  Similar to Alternative A, Alternative A-1 would 
reduce the length of the bus lanes by not implementing them between 
Valencia Avenue and South Park View Street and between mid-block 
Gayley/Veteran Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard.  Alternative A-1 would 
further reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue.  Similar to Alternative A, this alternative would 
not include the removal of jut-outs between Malcolm Avenue and Comstock 
Avenue and would include an additional 0.6 mile of curb lane reconstruction/ 
resurfacing between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard. 

Alternative A-1 would result in unacceptable levels of service and exceed local 
criteria for determining traffic impacts as a result of increased delays at 10 of 
74 studied intersections in 2012 and 13 of 74 intersections in 2020.  Similar to 
the proposed action and Alternative A, most of the delays would be 15 
seconds or less, but because the intersections are already operating at 
unacceptable levels of service, the established local threshold is very low and 
triggers a significant local impact resulting from delays as low as 2.5 seconds 
(see Section 5.2.3 or Appendix B).  Accordingly, Alternative A-1 would include 
Mitigation Measure T-1, in order to reduce or avoid these impacts.  After 
mitigation, unavoidable impacts would occur at 6 of 74 intersections in 2012, 
and 7 of 74 intersections in 2020.  However, delays of over 15 seconds would 
occur at only 2 of the 74 intersections in 2012 and 2020 (Bundy Drive at 
Wilshire Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard. 

Beyond the Wilshire corridor, Alternative A-1 would be expected to result in a 
beneficial effect on traffic in the metropolitan Los Angeles area, particularly 
within the Mid-City and Westside areas, through the increased efficiency and 
public utilization of the Wilshire BRT system.  Therefore, despite localized 
traffic impacts, within the larger context of the Wilshire corridor and the City 
of Los Angeles, Alternative A-1 would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
traffic and circulation. 

No adverse effects related to traffic impacts would occur under Alternative A-
1. 

Parking 
Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A-1 would result in the removal of 
approximately 11 parking spaces between S. Park View Street and Fairfax 
Avenue (a distance of approximately 4.8 miles) to accommodate larger or 
relocated bus stops for facilitating bus movements in and out of stops.  The 
removed parking spaces would be spread throughout this segment of the 
project, with no more than three spaces being removed on any single block.  
The removed parking spaces would have a small effect on parking supply to 
serve local businesses during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is 
prohibited under current conditions; as such, the removal of these parking 
spaces would not affect parking supply at all. 
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Under Alternative A-1, parking supply would be unchanged between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue since jut-outs in this area would be 
retained, and no bus lanes would be implemented.  Therefore, no impact on 
parking would occur in this area. 

No adverse effects related to parking would occur under Alternative A-1. 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Traffic 
Similar to the proposed action and Alternative A, Alternative A-2 would 
involve improvements to the Wilshire BRT system.  Alternative A-2 would 
reduce the length of the bus lanes to 5.4 miles from South Park View Street to 
the eastern border of the City of Beverly Hills at San Vicente Boulevard.  
Accordingly, this alternative would not result in the implementation of bus 
lanes west of the City of Beverly Hills. 

Alternative A-2 would result in unacceptable levels of service and exceed local 
criteria for determining traffic impacts as a result of increased delays at 8 of 
74 studied intersections in 2012 and 9 of 74 intersections in 2020.  Similar to 
the proposed action and Alternative A, most of the delays would be 15 
seconds or less, but because the intersections are already operating at 
unacceptable levels of service, the established local threshold is very low and 
triggers a significant local impact resulting from delays as low as 2.5 seconds 
(see Section 5.2.4 or Appendix B).  Accordingly, Alternative A-2 would include 
Mitigation Measure T-1, in order to reduce or avoid these impacts.  After 
mitigation, unavoidable impacts would occur at 4 of 74 intersections in 2012, 
and 5 of 74 intersections in 2020.  However, delays of over 15 seconds would 
occur at only 1 of the 74 intersections in 2012 and 2020 (Fairfax Avenue at 
Wilshire Boulevard). 

Beyond the Wilshire corridor, Alternative A-2 would be expected to result in a 
beneficial effect on traffic in the metropolitan Los Angeles area, particularly 
within the Mid-City area, through the increased efficiency and public 
utilization of the Wilshire BRT system.  Therefore, despite localized traffic 
impacts, within the larger context of the Wilshire corridor and the City of Los 
Angeles, Alternative A-2 would not have a substantial adverse effect on traffic 
and circulation. 

No adverse effects related to traffic impacts would occur under Alternative A-
2. 

Parking 
Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A-2 would result in the removal of 
approximately 11 parking spaces between S. Park View Street and Fairfax 
Avenue (a distance of approximately 4.8 miles) to accommodate larger or 
relocated bus stops for facilitating bus movements in and out of stops.  The 
removed parking spaces would be spread throughout this segment of the 
project, with no more than three spaces being removed on any single block.  
The removed parking spaces would have a small effect on parking supply to 
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serve local businesses during off-peak hours.  During peak periods, parking is 
prohibited under current conditions; as such, the removal of these parking 
spaces would not affect parking supply at all. 

Under Alternative A-2, parking supply would be unchanged between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue since no physical improvement 
would be implemented west of the City of Beverly Hills.  Therefore, no 
impact on parking would occur in this area. 

No adverse effects related to parking would occur under Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects on traffic and parking would occur under the No Project 
Alternative; therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 

Proposed Action 

Although no adverse effects related to regional traffic impacts would occur 
under the proposed action, as discussed in the Traffic Study and in Section 
4.1, Mitigation Measure T-1 would be implemented in order to avoid or 
reduce some of the expected localized traffic impacts.  No adverse effects on 
parking would occur. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Although no adverse effects related to regional traffic impacts would occur 
under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2, as discussed in the 
Traffic Study, and in Sections 4.1 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 5.2.4, Mitigation Measure 
T-1 would be implemented in order to avoid or reduce some of the expected 
localized traffic impacts.  No adverse effects on parking would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects on traffic and parking would occur under the No Project 
Alternative; therefore, no cumulatively adverse effects would be expected to 
occur.  The No Project Alternative would neither directly affect nor contribute 
to a cumulative impact on regional traffic circulation and parking nor result 
in any possible beneficial cumulative effect. 
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No adverse effects would occur, and, therefore, no cumulatively adverse 
effects would occur. 

Proposed Action 

The RTP PEIR indicates that the region is expected to grow in both 
population and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Development and 
redevelopment would result in increased traffic congestion, including along 
Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed action would improve the efficiency of 
existing transit services, which would expand regional transportation choices.  
The proposed action is aimed at improving regional quality of life and overall 
mobility.  The proposed action may assist in the reduction in VMT due to the 
increased use of transit associated with the shift from automobile use to 
public transit by continuing to attract new transit riders through improved 
bus travel times and service reliability.  Therefore, the proposed action would 
not result in an adverse cumulative effect on regional traffic circulation. 

In terms of impacts of the proposed action on local traffic circulation, the 
proposed action would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to the exceedance of LOS criteria for multiple intersections in both years 2012 
and 2020, as discussed above.  However, these impacts would not be 
considered adverse under NEPA as they are localized impacts and do not 
constitute a regionally substantial adverse effect.  Furthermore, Mitigation 
Measure T-1 would be implemented in order to avoid or reduce these 
localized impacts.  Therefore, in consideration of the cumulatively beneficial 
effects that would result from the operation of the proposed action, the 
cumulative effect of the localized traffic impacts would be not be considered 
adverse under NEPA. 

No adverse effects related to parking would occur individually or 
cumulatively. 

The proposed action would result in regionally beneficial cumulative effects 
on traffic circulation, despite localized traffic impacts.  No cumulative adverse 
effects would occur.  

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

As discussed for the proposed action, the RTP PEIR indicates that the region 
is expected to grow in both population and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  
Development and redevelopment would result in increased traffic congestion, 
including along Wilshire Boulevard.  As with the proposed action, Alternative 
A any one of the project alternatives would improve the efficiency of existing 
transit services, which would expand regional transportation choices. 
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However, in terms of impacts of Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative 
A-2 on local traffic circulation, Alternative A any one of these alternatives 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to the exceedance 
of LOS criteria for multiple intersections in both years 2012 and 2020, as 
discussed above.  However, these impacts would not be considered adverse 
under NEPA as they are localized impacts and do not constitute a regionally 
substantial adverse effect.  Furthermore, Mitigation Measure T-1 would be 
implemented in order to avoid or reduce these localized impacts.  Therefore, 
in consideration of the cumulatively beneficial effect that would result from 
the operation of Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2, the 
cumulative effect of the localized traffic impacts would not be considered 
adverse under NEPA.  

No adverse effects related to parking would occur individually or 
cumulatively. 

Alternative A, Alternative A-2, or Alternative A-2 would result in regionally 
beneficial cumulative impacts on traffic circulation, despite localized traffic 
impacts.  No cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

7.2.3  Air Quality 

Affected Environment 

As discussed in the Air Quality Assessment Report (Appendix CB), the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has jurisdiction over an 
area of approximately 10,743 square miles.  This area includes all of Orange 
County, all of Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, the non-
desert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and 
Coachella Valley portions of Riverside County.  

The project corridor is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), an 
approximately 6,745-square-mile area bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the 
west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the 
north and east.  The terrain and geographical location determine the 
distinctive climate of the Basin, which is a coastal plain with connecting 
broad valleys and low hills.  The Basin is a subregion of the SCAQMD 
jurisdiction.  While air quality in this area has improved, the Basin requires 
continued diligence to meet air quality standards. 

The SCAQMD has divided the Basin into air monitoring areas and maintains 
a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout the Basin.  
The project corridor’s eastern half is located in the Central Los Angeles 
County Monitoring Area (i.e., Source Receptor Area [SRA] Number 1), while 
the western half is located in the Northwest Los Angeles County Coastal 
Monitoring Area (SRA 2).  The nearest monitoring stations to the project 
corridor are the Los Angeles – North Main Street station to the east and the 
West Los Angeles – VA Hospital station near the western portion of the 
project corridor.  The North Main Street station monitors O3, PM10, and 
PM2.5, while the VA Hospital station monitors only O3.   
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The Air Quality Assessment Report discusses the following pollutant trends: 
both State 1-hour and 8-hour O3 standards were exceeded an average of four 
times each year at both stations.  Particulate (PM10 and PM2.5) concentrations 
are largely affected by meteorology and show some variability during the 3-
year reporting period.  The State 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded three 
times in 2006, five times in 2007, and twice in 2008, while the national 
standard was not exceeded during the 3-year reporting period.  The national 
PM2.5 standard was exceeded 11 times in 2006, 20 times in 2007, and 10 times 
in 2008. 

According to the most current SCAQMD inhalation cancer risk data, the 
project corridor is located within a cancer risk zone of approximately 800 to 
1,100 in one million.132  This is largely due to the project area’s proximity to I-
10 that is located just south of the project corridor.  In addition, the I-405 
freeway, which runs perpendicular to the project corridor in West Los 
Angeles, also contributes to the project area’s baseline cancer risk.  For 
comparison, the average cancer risk in the Basin at large is 1,194 per million. 

Some population groups, such as children, the elderly, and acutely and 
chronically ill persons, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases, are 
considered more sensitive to air pollution than others.  Sensitive receptors 
within the project vicinity include multi-family residential land uses and 
schools located along the alignment.  

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No construction activities or change in operational conditions would occur 
within the Wilshire corridor. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not 
result in an adverse effect related to air quality impacts. 

No adverse effects related to air quality impacts would occur. 

Proposed Action 

Criteria Pollutants 
As detailed in the Air Quality Assessment Report, during project operation, 
traffic congestion would be the greatest potential contributor to criteria 
pollutants, particularly carbon monoxide (CO).  However, adverse effects in 
the form of CO hotspots would not occur at the intersections with the highest 
traffic volumes located adjacent to sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no adverse 
effects are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the study area because 
the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those 
concentrations occurring at the analyzed intersections.  Consequently, the 
sensitive receptors that are included in this analysis would not be adversely 
affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that would 
occur under the proposed action.  The proposed action would not cause an 

                                                      
132  South Coast Air Quality Management District, MATES III Carcinogenic Risk Interactive Map, 

available: http://www2.aqmd.gov/webappl/matesiii/, accessed July 25, 2008.   
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exceedance or exacerbate an existing exceedance of federal or state ambient 
air quality standards.  Therefore, localized operational air quality impacts 
related to criteria pollutants, would not be considered substantially adverse. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
The proposed action would likely have a beneficial effect on air quality by 
increasing public transit operational efficiency for the Wilshire BRT system.  
The proposed action would be expected to reduce air pollutant emissions by 
encouraging more commuters to leave their cars and ride the CNG powered 
buses.   

Regarding potential TAC emissions associated with the buildout and long-
term operation of the proposed action, SCAQMD recommends that a health 
risk assessment (HRA) be conducted for projects that emit substantial diesel 
particulate emissions (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities) 
or certain industrial projects that result in the emitting of acute and/or 
chronically hazardous TAC pollutants.  Since the proposed action would 
operate CNG buses rather than diesel buses and would not result in the 
emission of acute and/or chronically hazardous TAC pollutants, an air toxics 
HRA is not warranted.  Potential project-generated air toxic impacts on 
surrounding land uses would not be considered substantially adverse. 

Operation of the proposed action would not result in a substantial adverse 
effect related to criteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal 

Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A would not result in substantial 
adverse effects related to criteria pollutant emissions or toxic air 
contaminants.  Similar to the proposed action, adverse effects would not 
occur at the intersections with the highest traffic volumes located adjacent to 
sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no substantial adverse effects are anticipated 
to occur at any other locations in the study area because the conditions 
yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those concentrations occurring 
at the analyzed intersections.   

Regarding TACs, as with the proposed action, Alternative A would operate 
CNG buses rather than diesel buses and would not result in the emission of 
acute and/or chronically hazardous TAC pollutants.  No substantial adverse 
effects related to toxic air contaminant impacts on surrounding land uses 
would occur. 

Operation of Alternative A would not result in a substantial adverse effect 
related to criteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 
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Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action and Alternative A, Alternatives A-1 and A-2 
would not result in substantial adverse effects related to criteria pollutant 
emissions or toxic air contaminants.  Similar to the proposed action and 
Alternative A, adverse effects would not occur at the intersections with the 
highest traffic volumes located adjacent to sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no 
substantial adverse effects are anticipated to occur at any other locations in 
the study area because the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be 
worse than those concentrations occurring at the analyzed intersections.   

Regarding TACs, as with the proposed action and Alternative A, Alternatives 
A-1 and A-2 would operate CNG buses rather than diesel buses and would 
not result in the emission of acute and/or chronically hazardous TAC 
pollutants.  No substantial adverse effects related to toxic air contaminant 
impacts on surrounding land uses would occur. 

Operation of either Alternative A-1 or Alternative A-2 would not result in a 
substantial adverse effect related to criteria pollutants or toxic air 
contaminants. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No substantial adverse effects would occur.  Therefore, no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No substantial adverse effects would occur.  Therefore, no mitigation 
measures would be required. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No construction activities or change in operational conditions would occur 
along the project corridor.  Therefore no adverse effects would occur, and no 
cumulative impacts would result.  

No adverse effects would occur, and, therefore, no cumulatively adverse 
effects would occur. 

Proposed Action 

The SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the 
AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance 
with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts.  As previously 
discussed, the proposed action would be consistent with the AQMP, which is 
intended to bring the Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants. 

In addition, the mass regional emissions calculated for the proposed action 
(regional construction emissions) would not exceed applicable SCAQMD 
daily significance thresholds, which are designed to assist the region in 
attaining the applicable state and national ambient air quality standards.  The 
proposed action would comply with the SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (fugitive dust 
control) during construction, as well as all other adopted AQMP emissions 
control measures.  Per SCAQMD rules and mandates, these same 
requirements (i.e., Rule 403 compliance, the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, and compliance with adopted AQMP emissions control 
measures) would also be imposed on all projects Basin-wide, which would 
include all related projects.  As such, cumulative impacts with respect to 
criteria pollutant emissions would be less than significant.   

Cumulatively adverse effects would not occur related to criteria pollutant 
emissions under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would be 
consistent with the AQMP due to similar or lesser impacts than the proposed 
action.  Therefore, cumulatively adverse effects related to criteria pollutant 
emissions would not occur.  

Cumulatively adverse effects would not occur related to criteria pollutant 
emissions under Alternative A. 
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7.2.4  Metropolitan Planning and Air Quality 
Conformity 

Affected Environment 

The project corridor is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin).  The 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is required, 
pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), to reduce emissions of criteria 
pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment (i.e., O3, PM10, and PM2.5).  
The proposed action would be subject to SCAQMD’s AQMP.  The AQMP 
contains a comprehensive list of pollution control strategies directed at 
reducing emissions and achieving ambient air quality standards.  These 
strategies are developed, in part, based on regional population, housing, and 
employment projections prepared by SCAG. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No construction activities would occur related to the proposed action, and no 
change or improvement in operational conditions along the Wilshire corridor 
would occur.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in an 
adverse effect related to metropolitan planning or air quality conformity. 

No adverse effects related to planning or air quality conformity would result 
from the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed project action is included in the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Final 2008 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) and SCAG Final Adopted 2008 Regional 2011 Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIPFTIP) including Amendment 1-
32, under project identification number LA29202W.  The Final 2008 RTP and 
Final 2008 RTIP 2011 FTIP were found to be conforming by Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) on June 6, 2008 and November 17, 2008 December 
14, 2010, respectively.  The project design concept and scope as described in 
this Air Quality Report is consistent with the project description in the 
currently conforming RTP and RTIPFTIP.  As such, the project’s operational 
emissions, which include the ozone (O3) precursors reactive organic gases 
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX), meet regional transportation conformity 
determination requirements imposed by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).  In addition, the project qualifies for an exemption from the 
requirement to determine conformity per 23 CFR 93.126.  As such, the 
project does not require a project-level CO or PM conformity analysis. 

No adverse effects related to planning or air quality conformity would result 
from the proposed action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, Alternative A, Alternative A-1, and Alternative 
A-2 qualifies qualify for an exemption from the requirement to determine 
conformity per 23 CFR 93.126.  As such, the project does not require a 
project-level CO or PM conformity analysis. 

No adverse effects related to planning or air quality conformity would result 
from Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur related to planning or air quality conformity 
under the proposed action.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

However, the SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the Clean Air Act, to reduce 
emissions of criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment (i.e., 
O3, PM10, and PM2.5).  The proposed action would be subject to the 
SCAQMD’s AQMP.  The AQMP contains a comprehensive list of pollution 
control strategies directed at reducing emissions and achieving ambient air 
quality standards.  These strategies are developed, in part, based on regional 
population, housing, and employment projections prepared by SCAG. 

Furthermore, as standard practice for all LACMTA projects, the proposed 
action would comply with SCAQMD rules, including Rule 403 (Fugitive 
Dust), which would minimize fugitive dust emissions during construction. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects would occur related to 
planning or air quality conformity under the proposed action any one of the 
project alternatives.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.   
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As with the propose action, Alternative A, Alternative A-1, and Alternative A-2 
would similarly conform to all required SCAQMDs pollution control 
strategies. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects related to metropolitan planning or air quality conformity 
would occur under the proposed action; therefore, no cumulative adverse 
effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related to metropolitan 
planning or air quality conformity would occur under any one of the project 
this alternatives.  Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would all involve a smaller 
project area and, therefore, would result in lower potential for air quality 
impacts.  No adverse effects would be anticipated. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.5  Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 

Affected Environment 

As discussed in the Air Quality Assessment Report (Appendix CB), within an 
urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO.  Consequently, 
the highest CO concentrations are generally found close to congested 
intersections.  Under typical meteorological conditions, CO concentrations 
tend to decrease as the distance from the emissions source (i.e., congested 
intersection) increases.  For purposes of providing a conservative worst-case 
impact analysis, CO concentrations are typically analyzed at congested 
intersection locations.  If impacts are less than significant close to congested 
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intersections, impacts will also be less than significant at more distant 
sensitive-receptor locations.  The Air Quality Assessment Report, in 
conjunction with the Traffic Impact Assessment, analyzed 74 key intersection 
locations along routes that accommodate much of the traffic traveling within 
the project area. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No change or improvement in operational conditions along the Wilshire 
corridor would occur. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result 
in an adverse effect related to carbon monoxide hotspots. 

No adverse effects related to carbon monoxide hotspots would result from the 
No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Traffic generated during the operational phase of the proposed action would 
have the potential to create local area CO impacts.  To ascertain the proposed 
action’s potential to generate localized air quality impacts, the Traffic Impact 
Assessment prepared for the project was reviewed to determine the potential 
for the creation of localized carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots at congested 
intersection locations.  The SCAQMD recommends a hot spot evaluation of 
potential localized CO impacts when vehicle to capacity (V/C) ratios are 
increased by two percent or more at intersections with a level of service (LOS) 
of C or worse.   

According the Air Quality Assessment Report, of the 74 key intersection 
locations analyzed for the year 2012, 38 intersections could potentially create 
a localized CO hot spot with the proposed project action.  For the year 2020, it 
was concluded that 43 intersections could potentially create a localized CO 
hot spot with the proposed project action.133   

Local area CO concentrations were projected using the CALINE 4 traffic 
pollutant dispersion model.  The analysis of CO impacts followed the protocol 
recommended by the California Department of Transportation, published as 
Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, December 1997.  It 
is also consistent with procedures identified through the SCAQMD’s CO 
modeling protocol, with all four corners of each intersection analyzed to 
determine whether project development would result in a CO concentration 
that exceeds federal or state CO standards.  

The proposed action’s CO concentrations for a.m. and p.m. 1- and 8-hour CO 
levels for project build-out year 2012, and horizon year 2020 are presented in 
Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-7, respectively (see Section 4.2).  As shown therein, the 

                                                      
133   Based on SCAQMD-recommended screening criteria, any intersection that 1) operates at LOS C or 

worse, and 2) would experience an increase in peak-hour volume to capacity ratio of 2% or more as 
a result of project-related traffic, should be evaluated for potential to create a localized CO hotspot. 
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proposed action would not have a substantial adverse effect on 1-hour or 8-
hour local CO concentrations due to mobile source emissions.   

Adverse effects would not occur at the intersections with the highest traffic 
volumes located adjacent to sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no adverse effects 
are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the study area because the 
conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those 
concentrations occurring at the analyzed intersections.  Consequently, the 
sensitive receptors that are included in this analysis would not be adversely 
affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that would 
occur under the proposed action.  The proposed action would not cause an 
exceedance or exacerbate an existing exceedance of a federal or state ambient 
air quality standards.  Therefore, localized operational air quality impacts 
related to criteria pollutants, would not be considered substantially adverse. 

No substantial adverse effect related to carbon monoxide hotspots would 
occur for any of the study area intersection locations under the proposed 
action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, traffic generated during the operational phase 
of this alternative any of the project alternatives would have the potential to 
create local area CO impacts.  According the Air Quality Assessment Report, 
of the 74 key intersection locations analyzed for the year 2012, 36 
intersections could potentially create a localized CO hot spot under 
Alternative A, 33 intersections under Alternative A-1, and 27 intersections 
under Alternative A-2.  For the year 2020, it was concluded that 37 
intersections could potentially create a localized CO hot spot under 
Alternative A, 35 intersections under Alternative A-1, and 33 intersections 
under Alternative A-2.134 

As discussed for the proposed action above, under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, and Alternative A-2, CO concentrations for a.m. and p.m. 1- and 8-hour 
CO levels for project build-out year 2012, and horizon year 2020 are presented 
in Tables 5-9 and 5-10, Tables 5-20 and 5-21, and Tables 5-31 and 5-32, 
respectively (see Section 5.2.2).  As shown therein, none of the project 
alternatives Alternative A would not have a substantial adverse effect on 1-
hour or 8-hour local CO concentrations due to mobile source emissions.  
Similar to the proposed action, adverse effects would not occur at the 
intersections with the highest traffic volumes located adjacent to sensitive 
receptors.  Therefore, no substantial adverse effects are anticipated to occur at 
any other locations in the study area because the conditions yielding CO 

                                                      
134   Based on SCAQMD-recommended screening criteria, any intersection that 1) operates at LOS C or 

worse, and 2) would experience an increase in peak-hour volume to capacity ratio of 2% or more as 
a result of project-related traffic, should be evaluated for potential to create a localized CO hotspot. 
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hotspots would not be worse than those concentrations occurring at the 
analyzed intersections.   

No substantial adverse effect related to carbon monoxide hotspots would 
occur for any of the study area intersection locations under Alternative A, 
Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Proposed Action 

No substantial adverse effect would occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under the proposed action.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No substantial adverse effect would occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2,.  Therefore, 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulatively adverse effects would occur. 

Cumulatively adverse effects would not occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

No substantial adverse effect would occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under the proposed action.  The sensitive receptors that are included 
in this analysis would not be adversely affected by CO emissions generated by 
the net increase in traffic that would occur under the proposed action, as 
shown in Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-7 in Section 4.2 of this document.  Therefore, 
no cumulatively adverse effects would be likely.   
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Per SCAQMD rules and mandates, these same requirements (i.e., Rule 403 
compliance, the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, and 
compliance with adopted AQMP emissions control measures) would also be 
imposed on all projects Basin-wide, which would include all related projects.  
As such, cumulative impacts with respect to carbon monoxide hotspots would 
not be considered adverse. 

Cumulatively adverse effects would not occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No substantial adverse effect would occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under any one of the project this alternatives.  The sensitive 
receptors that are included in this analysis would not be adversely affected by 
CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2, as shown in Tables 5-9 and 
5-10, 5-20 and 5-21, and 5-31 and 5-32 in Chapter 5 of this document.  
Therefore, no cumulatively adverse effects would be likely.   

Cumulatively adverse effects would not occur related to carbon monoxide 
hotspots under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.6  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Affected Environment 

Global climate change is caused by combined worldwide greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, and mitigating global climate change will require 
worldwide solutions.  GHGs play a critical role in the Earth’s radiation budget 
by trapping infrared radiation emitted from the Earth’s surface, which could 
have otherwise escaped to space.  Prominent GHGs contributing to this 
process include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
methane (CH4), ozone (O3), and certain hydro- and fluorocarbons.  This 
phenomenon, known as the “greenhouse effect,” keeps the Earth’s 
atmosphere near the surface warmer than it would be otherwise and allows 
for successful habitation by humans and other forms of life.  Increases in 
these gases lead to more absorption of radiation and warm the lower 
atmosphere further, thereby increasing evaporation rates and temperatures 
near the surface.  Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural ambient 
concentrations are thought to be responsible for the enhancement of the 
greenhouse effect and to contribute to what is termed “global warming,” a 
trend of unnatural warming of the Earth’s natural climate.  Climate change is 
a global problem, and GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air 
pollutants (such as O3 precursors) and TACs, which are pollutants of regional 
and local concern. 
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Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No construction activities or changes in operational conditions along the 
Wilshire corridor would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, no 
adverse effect would occur related to GHGs. 

No adverse effect related to GHG emissions would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

As detailed in the Air Quality Assessment Report (Appendix CB), the 
proposed action’s contribution to GHG emissions during short-term 
construction activities is estimated to be 62 metric tons.  In an effort to put 
this number into perspective, statewide carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) 
emissions for year 2006 were estimated to be 479.8 million metric tons.  The 
proposed action’s amount of emissions, without considering other 
cumulative global emissions, would be insufficient to cause substantial 
climate change directly.  Thus, project emissions, in isolation, are not 
considered adverse.  However, climate change is a global cumulative impact, 
and the proper context for analysis of this issue is not a project’s emissions in 
isolation, but rather as a contribution to cumulative GHG emissions. 

During operation of the proposed action, it would be expected that a 
beneficial impact on GHG emissions would occur due to decreased traffic 
congestion along the Wilshire corridor, increased efficiency and use of the 
CNG-fueled Wilshire BRT, and decreased personal vehicle VMTs. 

No substantial adverse effect related to GHG emissions would result under 
the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would have similar or lesser GHG emissions 
from construction activities, due to the smaller extent of proposed 
improvements and construction activities under Alternative A each of the 
project alternatives.  Similar to the proposed action, Alternatives A, A-1, and 
A-2 would also be expected to result in a beneficial impact on GHG emissions 
due to decreased traffic congestion along the Wilshire corridor, increased 
efficiency and use of the CNG-fueled Wilshire BRT, and decreased personal 
vehicle VMTs.  Nevertheless, mitigation measures to reduce project-related 
GHG emissions by the greatest extent feasible are prescribed below. 
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No substantial adverse effect related to GHG emissions would result under 
the proposed action. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would reduce GHG emissions, compared with existing 
conditions, by improving traffic circulation and relieving local congestion.  
Implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures during construction 
(Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 described in detail in Section 4.2 as 
presented in Table ES-1) would further reduce the proposed action’s GHG 
emissions. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action described above, Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 
would reduce GHG emissions, compared with existing conditions, by 
improving traffic circulation and relieving local congestion.  Implementation 
of the prescribed mitigation measures during construction (Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 described in detail in Section 4.2 as presented 
in Table ES-1) would further reduce the GHG emissions generated by any 
one of the project alternatives Alternative A. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No construction activities or changes in operational conditions along the 
Wilshire corridor would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, no 
adverse cumulative effect would occur related to GHGs. 

No cumulative adverse effect related to GHG emissions would occur under 
the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Because quantitative GHG guidelines, including relevant thresholds, have not 
been developed by the SCAQMD, emissions estimate provided by the Air 
Quality Assessment Report (Appendix CB) are provided for information 

225



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 7.0 Environmental Assessment  
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 7-28 April 2011 

purposes only.  According to a recent white paper by the Association of 
Environmental Professionals, “an individual project does not generate 
enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global climate change.  
Global climate change is a cumulative impact; a project participates in this 
potential impact through its incremental contribution combined with the 
cumulative increase of all other sources of GHG emissions.”  Project-related 
impacts are not expected to be adverse because climate change would not 
occur directly from project emissions.  Nevertheless, implementation of the 
prescribed mitigation measures during construction (Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 through AQ-4 described in detail in Section 4.2 as presented in Table 
ES-1) would further reduce the proposed action’s GHG emissions 
contribution. 

No substantial cumulative adverse effect related to GHG emissions would 
occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed project action, Alternatives A, A-1, and A-2 would not 
result in a substantial adverse effect related to GHG emissions or global 
climate change.  However, global climate change is a cumulative impact; a 
project participates in this potential impact through its incremental 
contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of 
GHG emissions.”  Impacts resulting from Alternative A any of the project 
alternatives are not expected to be adverse because climate change would not 
occur directly from project emissions.  Nevertheless, implementation of the 
prescribed mitigation measures during construction (Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 through AQ-4 described in detail in Section 4.2 as presented in Table 
ES-1) would further reduce the GHG emissions contribution generated by 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

No substantial cumulative adverse effect related to GHG emissions would 
occur under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.7  Historic, Archaeological, and Paleontological 
Resources 

This section summarizes cultural resources present within the project area, 
evaluates the potential project-related impacts to these resources, and 
provides mitigation measures, as applicable.  The information provided 
herein is based upon the results and recommendations from reports prepared 
by ICF, Historic Resources Technical Report for the Wilshire Bus Rapid 
Transit Project and the Archaeological Survey Report for the Wilshire Bus 
Rapid Transit Project, both of which were prepared in January 2010 for the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA).  The 
ICF reports are included in their entirety in Appendices D and E Appendix B 
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of this environmental document.  The survey study of cultural resources was 
conducted under the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA).   

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 – Section 106 

Enacted in 1966 and amended in 2000, the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) declared a national policy of historic preservation and instituted a 
multifaceted program, administered by the Secretary of the Interior, to 
encourage the achievement of preservation goals at the federal, state, and 
local levels.  The NHPA authorized the expansion and maintenance of the 
National Register of Historic Places, established the position of State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and provided for the designation of State 
Review Boards, set up a mechanism to certify local governments to carry out 
the purposes of the NHRA, assisted Native American tribes to preserve their 
cultural heritage, and created the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP).   

Section 106 of the NHPA states that federal agencies with direct and indirect 
jurisdiction over federally funded, assisted, or licensed undertakings 
(projects) must take into account the effect of the undertaking on any historic 
property that is included in, or is eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP and that 
the ACHP must be afforded an opportunity to comment through a process 
outlined in the ACHP regulations in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 800, on such undertakings.  For the proposed action, there is Federal 
involvement; therefore, the Section 106 compliance is required as part of the 
environmental review process.  

Affected Environment 

Historic Resources 

An Architectural Resources Technical Report (ARTR) for the Wilshire BRT 
Project was prepared in January 2010 to fulfill the requirements of the 
Section 106 review of the proposed action (Appendix DB).  As part of the 
ARTR, a records search and Cultural Resources Survey were completed for 
the project area.  As a result of consultation with the California State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) in April 2008, for the purposes of the historic 
resources survey, only those areas where changes would occur to curbs and 
sidewalks were included in the Area of Potential Effect (APE)(included in 
Appendix C of the ARTR).  This area is bounded by Comstock Avenue to the 
east and Malcolm Avenue to the west and continues between Bonsall Avenue 
to the east to Barrington Avenue to the west, extending one parcel on each 
side of Wilshire Boulevard, excluding the north side of Wilshire between 
Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue.135 

                                                      
135  The APE does not include the north side of Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall Avenue and 

Federal Avenue; therefore, the Veterans Administration land that includes the Wadsworth Theater 
and Chapel were not surveyed. 
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National, state, and local inventories of architectural and historic resources 
were reviewed to determine the location of previously documented historic 
and architectural resources proximate to the project corridor.  These included 
standard sources of information, such as the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register) and the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register). 

The Cultural Resources Survey identified 21 architectural resources in the 
APE that required application of the National Register Criteria for Evaluation.  
Of the 21 resources, 6 were determined eligible for listing on the National 
Register during the current survey process, as shown in Table 7-1.  These 
properties consist of 1250 Federal Avenue, 10375 Wilshire Boulevard, 10401 
Wilshire Boulevard, 10416 Wilshire Boulevard, 10497 Wilshire Boulevard, 
and 10822 Wilshire Boulevard.  These properties were found to be eligible for 
the National Register under Criterion C at a local level of significance.  In 
addition, two previously recorded historic properties are located in the APE, 
Chateau Colline at 10335 Wilshire Boulevard, which was listed in the 
National Register on May 22, 2003, and the Veterans Administration (VA) 
Medical Center, which was determined eligible for the National Register as a 
historic district on November 11, 1980.  As a result, both of these properties 
are also listed on the California Register. 

Table 7-1: Properties Listed in or Determined Eligible for Listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places 

Property Name Address/Location 

Listed in 
the 
National 
Register? Details 

1. Chateau Colline 10335 Wilshire Bl. Yes Recorded as National Register item #03000426 on 
May 22, 2003. 

2. Wilshire Terrace 
Luxury Apartments  

10375 Wilshire Bl. Potentially 
Eligible  

Potentially eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion C at a local level of significance (pending 
State Historic Preservation Officer [SHPO] 
consultation). 

3. 10401 Wilshire 
Apartments 

10401 Wilshire Bl.  Potentially 
Eligible 

Potentially eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion C at a local level of significance (pending 
SHPO consultation). 

4. Sinai Temple  10416 Wilshire Bl.  Potentially 
Eligible 

Potentially eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion C at a local level of significance (pending 
SHPO consultation). 

5. Westwood United 
Methodist Church  

10497 Wilshire Bl. Potentially 
Eligible 

Potentially eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion C at a local level of significance (pending 
SHPO consultation). 

6. Westwood 
Presbyterian Church  

10822 Wilshire Bl.  Potentially 
Eligible 

Potentially eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion C at a local level of significance (pending 
SHPO consultation). 

7. Veterans 
Administration 
Medical Center  

11301 Wilshire Bl.  Yes Determined eligible for the National Register as a 
historic district on November 11, 1980. It is 
recorded as National Register item #65001079 

8. U.S. Army Reserve 
Center/Sadao 
Munemori Hall  

1250 Federal Ave.  Potentially 
Eligible 

Potentially eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion C at a local level of significance (pending 
SHPO consultation). 

Source: ICF, 2010; National Register, 2010. 
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Archaeological Resources 

An Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) for the Wilshire BRT Project was 
conducted to determine whether prehistoric or historic resources are present 
along the Wilshire corridor (Appendix EB).  As part of the ASR, a records 
search was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center at 
California State University, Fullerton.  This search determined that portions 
of the project corridor have been surveyed previously, and a total of 81 
cultural resource sites, which include prehistoric sites, historic sites, and 
structures, have been recorded within the boundaries of the project route.  
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was also contacted.  
Subsequently, the NAHC provided a list of five Native American contacts in 
Los Angeles County.  Letters describing the proposed action and indicating 
the project location were sent to the five Native American contacts. 

An archaeological field survey of the project corridor was conducted in 
October 2008.  The archaeological field survey did not result in the 
identification of any superficial prehistoric or historic archaeological sites or 
features.  However, there are three pre-recorded sites located in the areas 
where construction-related activities are proposed.  One of these sites is the 
La Brea Tar Pits.  Even though the project corridor is heavily urbanized, 
buried cultural resources have been identified during previous construction 
ground-disturbing activities in proximity to the project corridor.  
Consequently, there is the potential for buried cultural resource deposits to 
exist beneath previously disturbed and developed land surfaces. 

Paleontological Resources 

As part of the ASR (Appendix EB), a paleontological assessment report and a 
Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History records search were 
completed, which identified the project corridor and vicinity as a highly 
sensitive paleontological area.  Even though the proposed corridor is heavily 
urbanized, buried cultural and paleontological resources have been identified 
in the vicinity of the project corridor.  Therefore, there is the potential for 
buried cultural and paleontological deposits to exist beneath previously 
disturbed and developed land surfaces. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project corridor would remain in its 
current state.  As no construction would occur under the No Project 
Alternative, there would be no potential disturbance of historic or cultural 
resources.   

No adverse effects would occur related to cultural resources under the No 
Project Alternative. 
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Proposed Action 

Historic Resources 
The proposed action would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
to bus and right-turn only operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  To 
implement the proposed action, curb lanes would be repaired or 
reconstructed, where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus 
lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to 
Wilshire Boulevard by widening, jut-out removal, or restriping.  Although 
eight buildings within the APE are historic properties under Section 106, the 
proposed action would not include structures or other elements that could 
adversely affect these resources.  In addition, based on field observations and 
review of the proposed changes to the sidewalks adjacent to the eight historic 
properties, none of the characteristics that qualify those historic properties for 
inclusion in the National Register would be affected.  As a result, there would 
be no adverse effects on historic resources. 

Archaeological and Paleontological Resources 
The bulk of the project involves activities such as sidewalk removal, pavement 
replacement, or restriping, which are not ground disturbing.  For purposes of 
the proposed action, pavement replacement is not considered a ground-
disturbing activity.  In those instances where sidewalk widths would be 
reduced, roadway base or curb lanes reconstructed, or turn pockets altered, 
the projected depths of subsurface work are anticipated to be very shallow.  
Due to previous complications of encountering tar seepage during 
construction related activities in portions of the project corridor, the ground 
disturbance proposed for the project is not anticipated to go beyond two feet 
below the surface.  Given that the shallowest depth where archaeological and 
paleontological resources may be encountered is six feet136, it is anticipated 
that the proposed action would result in no direct or indirect impacts on 
archaeological and paleontological resources.  Therefore, there would be no 
adverse effects on archaeological and paleontological resources. 

No adverse effects would occur related to cultural resources under the 
proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, any one of the project this alternatives would 
require construction activities, although within a smaller project area.  
However, as with the proposed action, the bulk of the project involves 
activities such as sidewalk removal, pavement replacement, or restriping, 
which are not ground disturbing.  For purposes of the proposed action, 
pavement replacement is not considered a ground-disturbing activity.  In 

                                                      
136  ICF International, Archaeological Survey Report for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project Los 

Angeles, California, April 2010 March 2011. 
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those instances where sidewalk widths would be reduced or turn pockets 
altered, the projected depths of subsurface work are anticipated to be very 
shallow.  Due to previous complications of encountering tar seepage during 
construction related activities in portions of the project corridor, the ground 
disturbance proposed for this alternative is not anticipated to go beyond two 
feet below the surface.  Given that the shallowest depth where archaeological 
and paleontological resources may be encountered is six feet137, it is 
anticipated that none of the project this alternatives would result in no direct 
or indirect impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources.  
Therefore, there would be no adverse effects on archaeological and 
paleontological resources.   

No adverse effects would occur related to cultural resources under Alternative 
A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative  

Under the No Project Alternative, the project corridor would remain in its 
current state, and no historic, archaeological, paleontological or other cultural 
resource impacts would occur.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

Historic Resources 
No effects on historic properties or historical resources were identified; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  

Archaeological and Paleontological Resources 
The ICF survey did not result in the identification of any surficial prehistoric 
or historic archaeological sites or features.  For purposes of this project, 
pavement replacement is not considered a ground-disturbing activity.  In 
addition, due to previous complications of encountering tar seepage during 
construction related activities in this area, the proposed ground disturbance 
for this project is not anticipated to go beyond two feet below the surface.  
Therefore, no adverse effects related to archaeological or paleontological 
resources would be anticipated to occur, and no mitigation measures are 
required.   

                                                      
137  Ibid. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related to archaeological or 
paleontological resources would be are anticipated to occur under Alternative 
A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project corridor would remain in its 
current state, and no cultural resource impacts would occur.   

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative.  

Proposed Action 

No historical resources were identified within the APE established for the 
project that would be adversely affected by the implementation of the new bus 
lanes.  Therefore, the proposed action would not contribute to any cumulative 
impacts to historical resources in the proposed corridor. 

Similarly, due to previous complications of encountering tar seepage during 
construction related activities in portions of the project corridor, the ground 
disturbance proposed for the project is not anticipated to go beyond two feet 
below the surface.  Given that the shallowest depth where archaeological and 
paleontological resources may be encountered is six feet, it is anticipated that 
the proposed action would result in no direct or indirect impacts on 
archaeological and paleontological resources.  Therefore, there would be no 
adverse effects on archaeological and paleontological resources.  Accordingly, 
the proposed action would not contribute to any cumulative impacts to 
archaeological and paleontological resources in the proposed corridor. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action.  

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No historical resources were identified within the APE established for any 
one of the project this alternatives that would be adversely affected by the 
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implementation of the new bus lanes.  Therefore, none of the project this 
alternatives would not contribute to any cumulative impacts to historical 
resources in the proposed corridor. 

Similarly, due to previous complications of encountering tar seepage during 
construction related activities in portions of the project corridor, the ground 
disturbance proposed for any one of the project this alternatives is not 
anticipated to go beyond two feet below the surface.  Given that the shallowest 
depth where archaeological and paleontological resources may be 
encountered is six feet, it is anticipated that this none of the project 
alternatives would result in no direct or indirect impacts on archaeological 
and paleontological resources.  Therefore, there would be no adverse effects 
on archaeological and paleontological resources.  Accordingly, this none of 
the project alternatives would not contribute to any cumulative impacts to 
archaeological and paleontological resources in the proposed corridor. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.8  Visual Quality 

Affected Environment 

Wilshire Boulevard stretches from downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa 
Monica and passes through or near many major activity centers and 
destinations and generally consists of low to high density commercial 
development, as well as both low and high density multi-family 
neighborhoods.  Wilshire Boulevard contains a variety of architecture styles 
that contribute to the character of the project corridor.  The existing visual 
characteristics of the project corridor are discussed in detail below. 

Views and Vistas 

The corridor contains significant far-off views of the Hollywood Hills, the 
Santa Monica Mountains, and the downtown skyline.  In general, the 
Wilshire corridor is fronted by commercial and retail uses and some 
medium- to high-density residential buildings, including several new 
developments along Wilshire Boulevard near Highland Avenue, between La 
Brea Avenue and Fairfax Avenue, and near Vermont Avenue and Western 
Avenue.  For a more detailed description of land uses, see Table 4.5-1 
(Description of Land Uses, Activity Centers, and Community Facilities) in 
Section 4.5 of this document. 

Visual Character 

Visual character and resource assessment for FTA projects typically follow the 
Visual Resource Inventory Manual published by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Land Management.  Impacts are determined by how 
visually sensitive the study area and the public may be to new development.  
In general, the Wilshire corridor is located in a highly urbanized area of Los 
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Angeles and it is fronted by commercial and retail uses and some low to 
medium residential buildings.  Sensitive land uses include the mid- and high-
rise towers located along Wilshire Boulevard between the Los Angeles 
Country Club and Malcolm Avenue along Wilshire Boulevard, and portions 
of Wilshire Boulevard in the Wilshire Community Plan Area, which contains 
interspersed multi-family residential areas and recreational facilities, such as 
Museum Row, Hancock Park, and La Brea Tar Pits.  These sensitive land 
uses, particularly those in the Westwood area, have views from various angles 
of the six historic resources that were determined eligible for listing on the 
National Register, Chateau Colline (listed on the National Register), and the 
VA Medical Center (previously determined eligible on the National Register 
as a historic district).  In addition to being visible to these sensitive land uses, 
these resources are also currently visible from other areas along the corridor 
and contribute significantly to the visual character of the corridor.  
Observation of the project corridor suggests that these resources, along with 
other architecturally, culturally, and socially significant structures and places, 
are heavily utilized by the public and are likely of high public interest.  
Therefore, the project corridor has a high visual sensitivity level. 

Light and Glare 

The Wilshire corridor is located in an urban setting adjacent to retail 
commercial, office commercial, public facilities, and residential uses that 
emit relatively high levels of ambient lighting.  In addition, the project 
corridor contains standard street lights that are located within the sidewalks 
on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard.  Glare is a common phenomenon due 
mainly to the occurrence of a high number of days per year with direct 
sunlight and the highly urbanized nature of the region, which result in a 
large concentration of potentially reflective surfaces.  Most glare in the project 
corridor is generated by reflective materials on the surrounding mid- to high-
rise buildings and glare from vehicles passing along the Wilshire corridor and 
on the surrounding major north/south streets.  The closest light and glare 
sensitive uses to the project corridor include the mid- and high-rise towers 
located along Wilshire Boulevard between the Los Angeles Country Club and 
Malcolm Avenue and portions of Wilshire Boulevard in the Wilshire 
Community Plan Area, which contains interspersed multi-family residential 
areas and recreational facilities. 

Shadows 

The prevalence of shadows is directly attributable to building heights, the 
angle of the sun and the location of a project relative to off-site shadow 
sensitive land uses.  Shadow sensitive uses include routinely useable outdoor 
spaces associated with residential, recreational, or institutional land uses; 
commercial uses, such as pedestrian-oriented outdoor spaces or restaurants 
with outdoor seating areas; nurseries; and existing solar collectors.  Currently, 
land uses along the Wilshire corridor cast shadows on other surrounding 
land uses and on the project corridor itself. 
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Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the improvements under the proposed 
action would not be implemented.  No construction activities would take 
place, no street facilities would be altered, and, therefore, no visual impacts 
would occur.  

No adverse effects related to visual resources would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
to bus and right-turn only operation in the peak periods on weekdays.  To 
implement the proposed action, curb lanes would be repaired or 
reconstructed, where necessary, and restriped and signed as peak period bus 
lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus lanes would be added as new lanes to 
Wilshire Boulevard by widening or removing jut-outs.  The proposed action 
would not include structures or other elements that would potentially 
obstruct views of far-off scenic features or structures and places that 
contribute to the visual character of the corridor, such as the potentially 
historic or historically significant cultural resources. 

The proposed removal of jut-outs along the segment of the project corridor 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, the extension of the 
eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard and the widening of 
Wilshire Boulevard between Bonsall and Federal Avenues, which would affect 
the existing median, would result in the removal of a number of street trees.  
However, a more detailed landscape plan would be developed in the 
Preliminary Engineering phase to identify the trees to be displaced and the 
location and number of new trees to be replanted along this segment of 
Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed improvements would comply with all local 
construction standards and guidelines, including design guidelines for 
roadways, streetscape, and landscaping.  As such, with the inclusion of 
Mitigation Measure A-1 below, the proposed action would not adversely affect 
the visual integrity of the surrounding neighborhood and streetscape/ 
landscape along Wilshire Boulevard. 

The proposed action would not result in a substantial new amount of lighting 
on Wilshire Boulevard.  Some light posts may need to be replaced as a result 
of curb improvements on Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and 
Malcolm Avenue.  However, new lighting associated with the proposed action 
would be installed in compliance with all applicable lighting standards to 
contribute minimally to the visual contrast of the proposed action with 
surrounding land uses during the nighttime hours.  In addition, because the 
proposed action would mainly involve the street rehabilitation of Wilshire 
Boulevard and the striping of new bus lanes, the proposed action would result 
in minimal, if any, shadow effects.   

235



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 7.0 Environmental Assessment  
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 7-38 April 2011 

Under the proposed action, with the incorporation of the identified mitigation 
measure (Mitigation Measure A-1), no substantial adverse effects are 
anticipated related to the visual character, integrity, and quality of the project 
corridor.  No adverse effects would occur related to light, glare and shadows. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-out Removal and 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Similar to the proposed action, this alternative Alternatives A and A-1 would 
not include structures or other elements that would potentially obstruct views 
of far-off scenic features or structures and places that contribute to the visual 
character of the corridor, such as the potentially historic or historically 
significant cultural resources.  The jut-outs would not be removed between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and, therefore, no trees would be 
removed in this area.  However, Alternatives A and A-1 would also involve the 
extension of the eastbound left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard and street 
widening between Bonsall and Federal Avenues, which would affect the 
existing median, resulting in the removal of a number of small jacaranda 
trees.  This These alternatives would comply with all local construction 
standards and guidelines, including design guidelines for roadways, 
streetscape, and landscaping, and as such, would not adversely affect the 
visual integrity of the surrounding neighborhood and streetscape/landscape 
along Wilshire Boulevard.  Similar to the proposed action, neither one this 
these alternatives would not result in a substantial new amount of lighting, or 
shadow effects, along Wilshire Boulevard.  Because neither one of this these 
alternatives would  does not include the removal of jut-outs and street trees 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, fewer visual changes would 
occur.  Therefore, no adverse visual effects are anticipated. 

Under Alternative A or Alternative A-1, no adverse effects are anticipated 
related to the visual character, integrity, and quality of the project corridor.  
Furthermore, no adverse effects would occur related to light, glare and 
shadows. 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, this alternative would not include structures 
or other elements that would potentially obstruct views of far-off scenic 
features or structures and places that contribute to the visual character of the 
corridor, such as the potentially historic or historically significant cultural 
resources.  Since this alternative would not include bus lanes west of the City 
of Beverly Hills, this alternative would not involve the removal of any street 
trees, particularly those within the jut-outs and the median in the Westwood 
and West Los Angeles areas.  This alternative would comply with all local 
construction standards and guidelines, including design guidelines for 
roadways, streetscape, and landscaping, and as such, would not adversely 
affect the visual integrity of the surrounding neighborhood and streetscape/ 
landscape along Wilshire Boulevard, east of the City of Beverly Hills.  Similar 
to the proposed action, this alternative would not result in a substantial new 
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amount of lighting, or shadow effects, along Wilshire Boulevard.  Because 
this alternative does not include any physical changes west of the City of 
Beverly Hills, even fewer visual changes would occur when compared to the 
proposed action and the other project alternatives considered.  Therefore, no 
adverse visual effects are anticipated. 

Under Alternative A-2, no adverse effects are anticipated related to the visual 
character, integrity, and quality of the project corridor.  Furthermore, no 
adverse effects would occur related to light, glare and shadows. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No visual changes would occur, therefore, no mitigation measures are 
necessary under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

In order to ensure that adverse impacts related to tree removal are 
minimized, the following mitigation measure is recommended: 

A-1 Wherever feasible, trees within the existing jut-outs shall be preserved 
or relocated and incorporated into the landscape plan where space 
permits. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse visual effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No visual changes would occur; therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts 
would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative.  

Proposed Action 

The proposed Wilshire BRT Project would not result in the obstruction or 
modification of background views of the Hollywood Hills, Santa Monica 
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Mountains, or the downtown skyline or the degradation of the visual quality 
of the surrounding communities along the project corridor.  Therefore, the 
proposed action would not contribute to any cumulative impacts related to 
visual quality in the project corridor.  The implementation of mitigation 
measure A-1 above will ensure that no adverse cumulative visual impacts 
occur do to the loss of landscaping between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue.  BRT operations are already occurring along the project alignment.  
The proposed action would create peak period bus lanes to accommodate 
existing buses.  Accordingly, no adverse changes to the visual character or the 
visual quality of the Wilshire corridor would occur either individually or 
cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, this none of the project alternatives would not 
result in new structures that would obstruct existing vistas or degrade the 
visual quality of the surrounding communities along the project corridor.  No 
existing trees between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue would be 
removed or affected under this under any of the project alternatives.  BRT 
operations are already occurring along the project alignment.  Any one of the 
project This alternatives would also create peak period bus lanes to 
accommodate existing buses although within a smaller area than for the 
proposed action.  Accordingly, no adverse changes to the visual character or 
the visual quality of the Wilshire corridor would occur either individually or 
cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.9 Noise 

Affected Environment 

The project site is located in a developed, urban area.  Existing noise levels in 
the project vicinity are generally high due to noise from vehicles on Wilshire 
Boulevard.  There are several sensitive receptors, such as residences, schools, 
and other sensitive uses, along each side of Wilshire Boulevard. 

Measurements of existing noise levels were made on December 4, 2009.  
Short-term noise measurements (15 minutes) were made at sites ST-1 
through ST-8.  See Figures 4.4-3 and 4.4-4 (in Section 4.4 of this document) 
for the specific locations of these sites. 
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Table 4.4-1 (in Section 4.4 of this document) shows a summary of the noise 
measurement results.  The short-term measurement results shown in Table 
4.4-1 include the measured Leq and the maximum and minimum 1-second 
Leq.  The aim of the short-term measurements was to obtain the noise levels 
from vehicular traffic in the area at representative sensitive receptors adjacent 
to the Wilshire Boulevard corridor.  

The measured Leq for the short-term measurement sites ranges from 63 dBA 
at ST-6 to 76 dBA at ST-8. Vehicles on Wilshire Boulevard are the main 
source of noise at the measurement sites.   

Impacts 

Operational Noise  

No Project Alternative 
Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to the Wilshire 
corridor included under the proposed action would not be implemented.  No 
change to existing bus operation or to existing operational noise from traffic 
on Wilshire Boulevard is expected to occur. 

No adverse effects related to operational noise would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 
Figure 3-2 of FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA’s 
guidance manual for predicting and assessing noise and vibration impacts of 
proposed mass transit projects, shows the noise impact criteria for Category 1 
and 2 land uses (the most noise-sensitive land use categories) in terms of the 
allowable increase in the cumulative noise exposure.  The project corridor has 
an average existing noise exposure of approximately 71-72 dBA.  According to 
FTA’s guidance, a noise exposure increase as a result of project operations 
would have to be of 1 dBA or below in order to have no impact on adjacent 
sensitive receptors. 

Noise from motor vehicle traffic associated with the proposed action was 
analyzed using the data from the project’s traffic study (Appendix B).138  The 
worst-case scenario with regards to traffic volumes were input into the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) TNM® model.  Average daily 
traffic (ADT) volumes for the Existing Year, Opening Year Without Project, 
Opening Year With Project, Horizon Year Without Project, and Horizon Year 
With Project scenarios were used to predict the changes in traffic noise at 
selected roadway segments.  According to the noise modeling results, as 
presented in Table 4.4-9 in Section 4.4 of this document), project noise levels 
in both the opening year and horizon year are predicted to decrease from 
what they would be without the proposed action at most locations, and 
increase only slightly, and by no more than 1 dBA at other locations.  

                                                      
138   Iteris,. 2010.   Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis, 2011. 
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Accordingly, the proposed action would not result in long-term adverse traffic 
noise effects on the surrounding area. 

No adverse effects related to operational noise would occur under the 
proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal and Alternative 
A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue 

Similar to the proposed action, noise from motor vehicle traffic associated 
with Alternative A and Alternative A-1 was also analyzed using the data from 
the project’s traffic study (Appendix B).139  The worst-case scenario with 
regards to traffic volumes were input into the FHWA TNM® model.  
Operational noise impacts anticipated under this alternative Alternative A or 
A-1 would not be considered adverse.  Alternatives A and A-1 This alternative 
would include mobility improvements along 8.7 miles of Wilshire Boulevard.  
These improvements would consist of converting existing curb lanes to 
dedicated weekday peak period bus lanes in both the eastbound and 
westbound directions.   

This These alternatives would not convert the curb lanes into bus lanes 
between be truncated at South. Park View Street and Valencia Street and 
from approximately 300 feet east of Veteran Avenue to the I-405 northbound 
ramps.  These alternatives would also require the and would not convert 
existing curb lanes into bus lanes east to Valencia Street.  Alternative A would 
eliminate the bus lane from approximately 300 feet east of Veteran Avenue to 
the I-405 northbound ramps and also require reconstruction and resurfacing 
of an additional 1.8 miles of existing curb lanes between Western Avenue and 
San Vicente Boulevard (under both alternatives) and between the western 
boundary of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue (under 
Alternative A only).  In addition, jut-out removal between Comstock Avenue 
and Malcolm Avenue would not occur under this both alternatives.  
According to the noise modeling results, as shown in Table 5-11 (in Chapter 
5.0 of this document), increases in operational traffic noise are not expected 
to exceed 1 dBA.  Therefore, no adverse effect would occur as a result of 
operational noise for Alternative A or Alternative A-1. 

No adverse effects related to operational noise would occur under Alternative 
A or Alternative A-1. 

Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View 
Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, noise from motor vehicle traffic associated 
with Alternative A-2 was also analyzed using the data from the project’s traffic 
study (Appendix B).140  The worst-case scenario with regards to traffic 
volumes were input into the FHWA TNM® model.  Operational noise 
impacts anticipated under this alternative would not be considered adverse.  
This alternative would include mobility improvements along the project 

                                                      
139   Ibid. 
140   Ibid. 
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corridor but only 5.4 miles of Wilshire Boulevard would consist of the 
conversion of existing curb lanes to dedicated weekday peak period bus lanes 
in both the eastbound and westbound directions. 

This alternative would not convert existing curb lanes into bus lanes between 
Valencia Street and South Park View Street (0.7 mile) and from the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills to Centinela Avenue (3.8 miles).  
Alternative A-2 also includes an option for the reconstruction and resurfacing 
of an additional 1.4 miles of existing curb lanes between Hoover Avenue and 
Western Avenue, subject to the availability of funding.  According to the noise 
modeling results, as shown in Table 5-11 (in Chapter 5 of this document), 
increases in operational traffic noise are not expected to exceed 1 dBA.  
Therefore, no adverse effect would occur as a result of operational noise for 
Alternative A-2. 

No adverse effects related to operational noise would occur under Alternative 
A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 
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Proposed Action 

The project corridor is located in a highly developed area of the City of Los 
Angeles, with the segment between Veteran Avenue and Federal Avenue 
within the County of Los Angeles.  Ambient noise levels along the project 
corridor and in the project vicinity are dominated by traffic noise on Wilshire 
Boulevard.  This condition would continue to be the case without or with 
implementation of the proposed action.  As mentioned above, project noise 
levels in both the opening year and horizon year are predicted to decrease at 
most locations and increase only slightly at other locations.  The proposed 
action would not create substantial noise impacts to alter the existing ambient 
noise levels in the surrounding areas when combined with existing uses.  
Therefore, no cumulative adverse effects regarding noise would occur as a 
result of the proposed action. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would not create substantial noise impacts to alter the existing ambient noise 
levels in the surrounding areas when combined with existing uses.  
Therefore, adverse effects would not occur either individually or cumulatively 
under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.10 Vibration 

Affected Environment 

Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is 
dominated by traffic-related vibration from nearby sources.  Heavy trucks or 
other vehicles can generate groundborne vibration of varying magnitude, 
depending on vehicle type, weight, pavement and geological conditions.  
Vibration levels were not readily perceptible at noise/vibration-sensitive land 
uses in the project vicinity. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to the Wilshire 
corridor included under the proposed action would not be implemented.  No 
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change to existing bus operation or to existing operational groundborne 
vibration resulting from traffic on Wilshire Boulevard is expected to occur. 

No adverse effects related to operational vibration would occur. 

Proposed Action 

According to FTA’s Vibration Screening Procedure, included as Chapter 9 of 
the 2006 Traffic Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, for projects that 
involve rubber-tire vehicles, vibration impact is unlikely except in unusual 
situations.  The following three specific factors in the Vibration Screening 
Process Flow Chart, shown in Figure 7-1, should be checked to determine if 
there is potential vibration impact from bus projects or any other projects that 
involve rubber-tire vehicles: 

1. Will there be expansion joints, speed bumps, or other design features that 
result in unevenness in the road surface near vibration-sensitive 
buildings?  Such irregularities can result in perceptible ground-borne 
vibration at distances up to 75 feet away. 

2. Will buses, trucks or other heavy vehicles be operating close to a sensitive 
building?  Research using electron microscopes and manufacturing of 
computer chips are examples of vibration-sensitive activities. 

3. Does the project include operation of vehicles inside or directly 
underneath buildings that are vibration-sensitive?  Special considerations 
are often required for shared-use facilities such as a bus station located 
inside an office building complex. 

As demonstrated by the Vibration Screening Process Flow Chart, including 
the three specific factors listed above, no vibration impact is likely to occur as 
a result of the proposed action.  One of the project elements involves the 
reconstruction and smoothing of the roadway surface, where it is 
deteriorated, resulting in holes, dips, and bumps.  By smoothing these 
irregular portions of Wilshire Boulevard, the proposed action would result in 
a benefit due to the net reduction in vibration from roadway surface 
irregularities affecting buses along the project corridor.  Therefore, no 
adverse effects would occur during operation of the proposed action.  

No adverse effects related to operational vibration would occur. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Operational impacts with regards to vibration in resulting from Alternative A, 
Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2 are similar to those under the proposed 
action.  As demonstrated by the Vibration Screening Process Flow Chart 
(Figure 7-1), no vibration impact is likely to occur as a result of Alternative A 
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any of the project alternatives.  This alternative also  Any one of the project 
alternatives would involves the reconstruction and smoothing of the roadway 
surface, where it is deteriorated, resulting in holes, dips, and bumps.  By 
smoothing these irregular portions of Wilshire Boulevard, Alternative A any 
one of the project alternatives would result in a benefit due to the net 
reduction in vibration from roadway surface irregularities affecting buses 
along the project corridor.   

No adverse effects related to operational vibration would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Figure 7-1. Flow Chart of Vibration Screening Process 

 

Source:  FTA. Traffic Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. 
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Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Vibration levels are not readily perceptible at noise/vibration-sensitive land 
uses in the project vicinity.  This condition would continue to be the case 
without or with implementation of the proposed action.  The proposed action 
would not create vibration impacts to alter the existing ambient vibration 
levels in the surrounding areas when combined with existing uses.  
Therefore, no cumulative adverse effects regarding vibration impacts would 
occur as a result of the proposed action. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would not create vibration impacts to alter the existing ambient vibration 
levels in the surrounding areas when combined with existing uses.  
Therefore, adverse effects would not occur either individually or cumulatively 
under any one of the project alternatives Alternative A. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.11 Land Acquisition, Displacement, and 
Relocation 

Affected Environment 

As discussed above, the Wilshire corridor is a densely developed corridor with 
an abundance of commercial land uses.  In general, the majority of land uses 
adjacent to the Wilshire corridor consist of parcels zoned for office, retail, 
commercial, residential or institutional uses (e.g., museums).  Commercial 
development and some multi-family residences front both sides of the project 
alignment and the intersecting north/south streets.   

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.   

No adverse impacts related to land acquisition, displacement, or relocation 
would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The Wilshire BRT Project would be implemented improvements within 
existing City and County public rights-of-way.  The proposed action would not 
require the acquisition of any properties or result in the displacement of land 
uses currently in the project corridor.  Therefore, no impacts related to land 
acquisition, displacement and relocation would occur as a result of the 
proposed action. 
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No adverse impacts related to land acquisition, displacement, or relocation 
would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, any one of the project this alternatives would 
be implemented within existing City and County public rights-of-way.  None 
of the alternatives Alternative A would not require the acquisition of any 
properties or result in the displacement of land uses currently in the project 
area.  Therefore, no impacts related to land acquisition, displacement and 
relocation would occur as a result of Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or 
Alternative A-2. 

No adverse impacts related to land acquisition, displacement, or relocation 
would occur under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 
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No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would not require the acquisition of any properties or 
result in the displacement of land uses currently in the project corridor.  
Therefore, the proposed action would not contribute to any cumulative 
impacts related to land acquisition, displacement and relocation of businesses 
and residences in the project alignment.  BRT operations are already 
occurring along the project alignment.  The proposed action would create 
peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing buses.  Accordingly, no 
adverse effects related to land acquisition, displacement and relocation would 
occur either individually or cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related to land acquisition, 
displacement and relocation would occur either individually or cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.12 Hazardous Materials 

Affected Environment 

Properties along the Wilshire corridor are predominantly developed with 
commercial and residential land uses.  Some commercial development may 
contain, may have formerly contained hazardous materials, or may have 
potentially contributed to soil and/or groundwater contamination.  Certain 
chemical and physical properties of a substance may cause it to be considered 
hazardous.  As defined by the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, 
Section 66084, a “hazardous material” is a “substance or combination of 
substances which, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical, 
chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either (1) cause, or significantly 
contribute to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or 
incapacitating reversible illness; or (2) pose a substantial present or potential 
hazards to human health, or environment when improperly treated, stored, 
transported or disposed of or otherwise managed.” 

According to the California Health and Safety Code, Section 25124, a 
“hazardous waste” is any hazardous material that is abandoned, discarded or 
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in storage prior to recycling. For example, excavated soil containing 
hazardous materials would be a hazardous waste if the concentration of 
contaminants exceeded specific CCR Title 22 criteria.  

A review of federal and state regulatory agency lists was conducted to 
determine if locations within the project corridor contain suspected 
hazardous waste sites.  The California Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Environmental Information has compiled a Hazardous Waste and 
Substances Sites List (Cortese list), which includes sites designated by the 
State Water Resources Control Board, the Integrated Waste Management 
Board, and the Department of Toxic Substances Control.  The Cortese list was 
reviewed for any sites located within or in the vicinity of the project corridor, 
and no such sites were identified.  However, a review of the list of Leaking 
Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) and other cleanup sites identified 12 
sites that are located along the project corridor, as identified in Table 7-2. 

Table 7-2:  List of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks and Other Cleanup Sites within the Wilshire Corridor 

Address Name Status 
Potential Contaminants of 
Concern Potential Media Affected 

12054 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Mobil #18-ldm (former) Open - Remediation as of 
10/16/2007   

gasoline  Well used for drinking 
water supply  

11666 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Mobil #18-484 Open - Remediation as of 
11/8/2007   

gasoline Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water)  

10375 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Wilshire Terrace Open - Site Assessment 
as of 1/18/2008   

diesel  Soil 

9988 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Tosco - 76 Station #0703 Open - Site Assessment 
as of 8/8/2007   

gasoline Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water)  

605 Whittier 
Dr. 

Beverly Hills Unified School 
District 

Open - Site Assessment 
as of 3/17/2008   

heating oil/fuel oil Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water)  

9815 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Budget Rent-a-Car Open - Site Assessment 
as of 2/26/2001  

gasoline, waste oil/ motor/ 
hydraulic/ lubricating  

Under investigation 

8567 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Mobil #18-Gwx (Former #11-
Gwx) 

Open - Site Assessment 
as of 1/15/2008   

gasoline Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water)  

5034 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Highland Express Cleaners Open - Site Assessment 
as of 4/16/2001  

PCE None specified  

5020 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Tidewater Service Station 
(Former) 

Open - Site Assessment 
as of 10/18/2000   

other solvent or non-
petroleum hydrocarbon  

Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water)  

4180 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Alright Parking Lot (Chevron 
Heritage #21-1315) 

Open - Remediation as of 
4/8/2008   

gasoline  Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water 

3807 Wilshire 
Blvd., #720 

Korean Drycleaners and 
Laundry 

Open - Site Assessment 
as of 10/1/1999   

VOC  Aquifer used for drinking 
water supply  

3201 Wilshire 
Blvd. 

Shell Service Station Open - Site Assessment 
as of 5/17/2006 

gasoline  Other groundwater (uses 
other than drinking water 

Source: California Environmental Protection Agency, List of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks and Fiscal Year from Water 
Board GeoTracker Database, last updated October 21, 2008. 
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The City of Los Angeles has designated a Methane Hazard Zone, which 
includes a segment of the proposed corridor, generally from La Brea Avenue 
on the east to San Vicente Boulevard on the west.141 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  No construction activities would take place, and no existing 
structures, pavement, or soils would be disturbed.  

No adverse effects related hazardous materials would occur under the No 
Project Alternative.  

Proposed Action 

The proposed action follows the Wilshire Boulevard right-of-way, which is 
lined on both sides by commercial and single/multi-family residential 
properties.  Several sites along the Wilshire corridor are listed on the list of 
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks and other cleanup sites, as shown in 
Table 7-4.  However, these sites are all located outside of the existing street 
right-of-way.  The proposed action along the project corridor is divided into 
segments of non-construction related work, such as restriping of Wilshire 
Boulevard, and ground disturbing construction work, such as widening the 
boulevard and reconstruction of curb lanes.  It is not expected that the 
proposed action would require the removal of significant (greater than 2 feet 
below the surface) soil or ground excavation.  Based on the historic 
commercial use along the corridor, there is a potential that some soils and/or 
groundwater may be contaminated below ground surface.  However, it is 
highly unlikely based on the extent of the excavation (2 feet or less) that any 
potentially contaminated soil and/or groundwater (usually encountered in 
major excavations) would be disturbed as a result of the proposed action.  The 
proposed action would primarily involve repaving/resurfacing of existing 
curb lanes or removing portions of existing sidewalks to accommodate 
roadway widening along a small segment of Wilshire Boulevard west of I-405.  
During construction, all waste debris and spoils resulting from roadway 
repaving/resurfacing and sidewalk removal would be disposed of 
appropriately, in approved landfill facilities.  The quantity, and potential risk 
of exposure to hazardous materials during this process would be relatively 
low, and all work and transportation of these materials would be performed 
in accordance with established construction BMPs and safety guidelines.  It is 
not anticipated that hazardous materials or contaminated soils and/or 
groundwater would be encountered during construction, and no adverse 
impacts are anticipated.  Similarly, it is not likely that methane gas would be 
encountered during project construction. 

                                                      
141  LACMTA, Final EIS/EIR for the Mid-City/Exposition LRT Project, October 2005. 
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The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit system is currently operational along the 
project corridor.  The proposed action would create peak period bus lanes to 
accommodate existing buses.  The buses that use this route are fueled by 
compressed natural gas (CNG) and also utilize various petroleum lubricants, 
solvents, and chemical cleaning agents.  However, these materials are 
contained within the vehicles and typically do not leak onto the ground or into 
the surrounding environment.  The proposed action would not introduce any 
new hazardous materials as part of the operation of the proposed action, as 
the same types and numbers of buses would continue to operate along the 
Wilshire corridor.  As such, project operation would not create any new 
impacts related to the use of hazardous materials beyond existing conditions.   

No adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, this any one of the project alternatives would 
create peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing buses utilizing 
Wilshire Boulevard, within a smaller project area.  The restriping and limited 
ground disturbance along the project corridor would be performed within the 
existing right-of-way and would involve disturbance of no more than 2 feet 
below surface of the existing street.  As discussed under the proposed action, 
the buses that use this route are fueled by compressed natural gas (CNG) and 
also utilize various petroleum lubricants, solvents, and chemical cleaning 
agents.  None of the project alternatives This alternative would not introduce 
any new hazardous materials as part of project operation as the same type 
and number of buses would continue to operate along the Wilshire corridor.  
As such, project operation under any one of the project this alternatives 
would not create any new impacts related to the use of hazardous materials 
beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, no adverse effects would occur.  

No adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or 
Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required.  
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required.  

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts 
would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Implementation of the proposed action would occur within the existing street 
right-of-way and would not require any major excavation (i.e., excavation 
would be limited to 2 feet or less) during construction.  In addition, BRT 
operations are already occurring along the project corridor and would not 
result in any new impacts related to hazardous materials.  Therefore, the 
proposed action would not contribute to any cumulative impacts related to 
hazardous materials use within the project corridor.  No adverse effects 
related to hazardous materials use would occur either individually or 
cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, implementation of any one of the project 
alternatives Alternative A would occur within the existing street right-of-way 
and would not require any major excavation during construction.  In addition, 
BRT operations are already occurring along the project alignment and would 
not result in any new impacts related to hazardous materials.  Therefore, 
none of the project this alternatives would not contribute to any cumulative 
impacts related to hazardous materials use within the project alignment.  No 
adverse effects related to hazardous materials use would occur either 
individually or cumulatively. 
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No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.13 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Affected Environment 

The Wilshire corridor is located within a geological area called the Los Angeles 
Basin.  The basin is surrounded by the Santa Monica Mountains, the Simi 
Hills, and the Santa Susana Mountains to the northwest, the San Gabriel 
Mountains to the northeast, and the Santa Ana Mountains, San Joaquin and 
Puente Hills to the east.  The Pacific Ocean and the Palos Verdes Hills make 
up the southern border of the basin. 

Faults 

The Los Angeles Basin is an area known to be seismically active and there are 
a number of active and potentially active faults within the corridor area.142  
According to a review of Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard maps from the California 
Department of Conservation (Division of Mines and Geology), the Wilshire 
corridor is located within a fault zone.  The nearest known earthquake fault 
mapped under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act is the 
Hollywood–Santa Monica Fault Zone, which encompasses the western half of 
the project corridor.  The Hollywood-Santa Monica Fault is oriented in an east 
west direction and has a probable magnitude of a seismic event projected to 
range from 6.0 to 7.0 on the Richter Scale. 

Seismicity 

According to the California Seismic Safety Commission, all of California lies 
within either Seismic Zone 3 or 4.  There are four zones in the United States, 
ranging from 1 to 4 (the higher the number, the higher the earthquake risk).  
A majority of the southern California region is in Seismic Zone 4, the highest 
hazard zone and, therefore, is susceptible to strong ground shaking and 
associated seismic hazards.143  Numerous regional and local faults are capable 
of producing severe earthquakes of magnitude 6.0 or greater. 

Liquefaction 

Liquefaction describes a phenomenon where cyclic stresses, which are 
produced by earthquake-induced ground motions, create excess pore 
pressures in soils lacking cohesion.  As a result, the soils may acquire a high 
degree of mobility, which can lead to lateral spreading, consolidation and 
settlement of loose sediments, ground oscillations, flow failure, loss of 
bearing strength, ground fissuring, sand boils, and other damaging 

                                                      
142  Active faults are believed to have moved between 11,000 and 2 million years ago. 
142  California Seismic Safety Commission, Homeowner’s Guide to Earthquake safety, Edition 2005, 

http://www.seismic.ca.gov/, accessed on November 8, 2008. 
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deformations.  According to State geologic hazard maps, portions of the 
Wilshire corridor are located within a designated liquefaction zone.144 

Soil 

The Wilshire corridor is located in a highly disturbed and developed area of 
Los Angeles, with very minor open space areas.  In addition, Wilshire 
Boulevard is paved and maintained by the City of Los Angeles.  According to 
the Natural Resource Conservation Service Report and General Soil Map for 
Los Angeles County, the Wilshire corridor is generally situated on young 
alluvium and young fan deposits from the Holocene and late Pleistocene era.  
In addition, some portions of the corridor are underlain by old fan deposits of 
the late to middle Pleistocene era.145 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  No construction activities would take place, no street facilities 
would be altered, and new impacts related to geology or seismicity would 
occur.  

No adverse effects would occur related to geology or seismicity would occur 
under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would not involve construction of new structures along 
the Wilshire corridor that would be exposed to seismic shaking, liquefaction, 
and soil erosion or ground subsidence.  The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit 
system is currently operational along the project alignment.  The proposed 
action would involve improvements to an existing transportation corridor 
already used by buses and other vehicles and create peak period curbside bus 
lanes to accommodate existing buses.  Accordingly, implementation of the 
proposed action would not create any new impacts related to geology, soils, 
and seismicity beyond existing conditions.  Any activities associated with the 
development of the bus lanes (e.g., resurfacing, roadway widening, etc.) 
would be required to comply with the requirements of the Uniform Building 
Code, LACMTA Design Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
and various City departments, including but not limited to, and specifications 
regarding seismic considerations for roadway construction, which will be 
enforced through plan review and inspections during construction.  

                                                      
144  State of California Department of Conservation, Seismic Hazards Zone Map Hollywood 

Quadrangle, March 25, 1999, available at: 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/shzp/Pages/Index.aspx, accessed November 12, 2008. 

145  U.S. Department of the Interior U.S. Geological Survey. Aeromagnetic Map with Geology of the 
Los Angeles 30 x 60 Minute Quadrangle, Southern California By V.E. Langenheim, T.G. 
Hildenbrand, R.C. Jachens, R.H. Campbell, and R.F. Yerkes 2006 
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Compliance with these requirements would provide an acceptable level of 
safety and substantially lessen the effects of potential seismic-related ground 
failures. 

The potential for soil erosion during the operation of the proposed action is 
low because the project alignment is currently entirely paved.  During 
construction, all grading and excavation activities would incorporate BMPs 
that are designed to limit the potential erosion impacts to acceptable levels.  
By implementing standard engineering tools and practices, adverse effects 
related to geological hazards would be minimized. 

No adverse effects would occur related to geology or seismicity would occur 
under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would not involve construction of new structures along the Wilshire corridor 
that would be exposed to seismic shaking, liquefaction, and soil erosion or 
ground subsidence.  Compliance with established building codes, design 
guidelines, and municipal codes related to roadway construction would 
provide an acceptable level of safety and substantially lessen the effects of 
potential seismic-related ground failures.  The potential for soil erosion 
during the operation of the project under any of the project this alternatives is 
low because the project alignment is currently entirely paved.  During 
construction, all grading and excavation activities would incorporate BMPs 
that are designed to limit the potential erosion impacts to acceptable levels.  
By implementing standard engineering tools and practices, adverse effects 
related to geological hazards would be minimized.   

No adverse effects would occur related to geology or seismicity would occur 
under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required for the proposed action.  Nonetheless, the proposed action would 
comply with all established building codes, design guidelines, and municipal 
codes in order to lessen the effects of potential seismic-related ground 
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failures.  During construction, all grading and excavation activities would 
incorporate BMPs that are designed to limit the potential erosion impacts to 
acceptable levels. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects would occur under any of 
the project alternatives Alternative A.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required.  Nonetheless, the project under this any of the alternatives would 
comply with all established building codes, design guidelines, and municipal 
codes in order to lessen the effects of potential seismic-related ground 
failures.  During construction, all grading and excavation activities would 
incorporate BMPs that are designed to limit the potential erosion impacts to 
acceptable levels. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts 
would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Geotechnical and seismic effects are site-specific.  Implementation of the 
proposed action would have construction effects along segments of the 
project corridor but would not likely combine with other commercial or non-
commercial building construction along the corridor to create a cumulative 
impact that would adversely affect the geological integrity or slope/ground 
stability of adjacent areas.  In addition, BRT operations are already occurring 
along the project corridor and would not result in any new impacts related to 
geology, soils, and seismicity.  Therefore, the proposed action would not 
contribute to any cumulative impacts within the project alignment.  No 
adverse effects related to geology, soils, and seismicity would occur either 
individually or cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

As discussed for the proposed action above, geotechnical and seismic effects 
are site-specific.  Implementation of any of the project alternatives Alternative 
A would have construction effects along segments of the project alignment 
but would not likely combine with other commercial or non-commercial 
building construction along the corridor to create a cumulative impact that 
would adversely affect the geological integrity or slope/ground stability of 
adjacent areas.  In addition, BRT operations are already occurring along the 
project alignment and would not result in any new impacts related to geology, 
soils, and seismicity.  Therefore, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would not contribute to any cumulative impacts within the project alignment.  
No adverse effects related to geology, soils, and seismicity would occur either 
individually or cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.14 Community Disruption and Environmental 
Justice 

Affected Environment 

A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Memorandum (see Appendix GB) 
was prepared in April 2010 to evaluate community impacts as a result of the 
proposed Wilshire BRT Project.  The concept of environmental justice is 
required under NEPA to analyze the extent to which minority or lower-
income populations would be disproportionately impacted by a proposed 
action.  The analysis was performed in compliance with the requirements of 
Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Lower-Income Populations (February 11, 1994).  
This provides that the Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses 
“disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects” 
of Federally-funded projects “on minority populations and lower-income 
populations” and that the project does not “have the effect of subjecting 
persons to discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin.” 

Since the proposed action would occur along an extent of Wilshire Boulevard 
spanning a total of approximately nine 12.5 miles, in which improvements 
would occur on 9.9 miles, an in-depth demographic and housing study was 
not conducted.  Instead, data for the community plan areas, County, and the 
City of Los Angeles were gathered to present a demographic profile of the 
communities.  According to the 2000 Census Data, the City as a whole has a 
population of 3,694,820 people.  Approximately 46.5 percent of the population 
was identified as Hispanic, 29.7 percent was identified as White, 10.9 percent 
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was identified as African-American, and approximately 12.9 percent was 
identified as other.146  On the other hand, the County of Los Angeles had a 
total population of 9,519,338.  Out of this total population, approximately 44.6 
percent of the population was Hispanic, 31.1 percent of the population was 
identified as White, 9.5 percent as African-American, and the remaining 
population of approximately 14.8 percent belonged to other racial/ethnic 
groups. 

In comparison to the City and County, three of the five community plan areas 
along the project alignment are predominantly White.  The Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan Area has a majority of White population, with 
about 87 percent of the population identifying themselves as White.  In the 
Westwood Community Plan Area, approximately 63 percent of the population 
identified themselves as White, followed by about 23 percent of the 
population being Asian, and only 7 percent of the population identified 
themselves as Hispanic.  In the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area, 
approximately 65 percent of the population identified themselves as White, 
followed by about 14 percent of the population being Asian, another 14 
percent of population identified themselves as Hispanic, and the rest (7 
percent) belonged to other racial/ethnic groups. 

The Westlake and Wilshire Community Plan Areas are dominated by a 
minority population.  Only about 4 percent of the population in Westlake and 
approximately 24 percent of the population in the Wilshire Community Plan 
Area identified themselves as White.  Approximately 78 percent of the 
population in the Westlake Community Plan Area and 41 percent in the 
Wilshire Community Plan Area identified themselves as Hispanic.  
Population of Asian origin formed the next largest racial/ethnic group in both 
community plan areas. 

In terms of low income population, approximately 18 percent and 22 percent 
of the County and City populations, respectively, are below the poverty line, as 
shown in Table 7-3.  In comparison, the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades and 
West Los Angeles Community Plan Areas have a lower share of population 
below the poverty line.  In the Westlake and Wilshire community plan areas, 
53 percent and 32 percent of the respective populations live below poverty.  
Both these numbers are higher than County (17.9 percent) and City (22.1 
percent) levels.  The Westwood Community Plan Area has 22 percent of its 
population below the poverty line, which is comparable to the City of Los 
Angeles but higher than the County.147 

                                                      
146  Other includes people identified as Asian, Pacific Islander, Native American, and biracial. 
147 Personal correspondence with Tim Lindholm, LACMTA, Director of Capital Projects, Facilities-

Operations, January 24, 2007.  

258



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 7.0 Environmental Assessment  
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 7-61 April 2011 

Table 7-3: Poverty Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S
S
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2000, Summary File (SF) 1; Los Angeles City Planning 
Department website, 2008. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the improvements under the proposed 
action would not be implemented.  No alteration of the existing conditions 
would occur. 

No adverse effects related to community disruption or environmental justice 
would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The analysis conducted in the CIA (Appendix GB) indicates that the proposed 
action would not result in any disproportionately high or adverse human 
health or environmental effects along the project corridor in any of the 
relevant environmental issue areas.  Furthermore, during construction, 
disruptions to electricity, water, gas, and other public utilities would not be 
expected since project activities would not involve excavation or disturbance 
of subsurface facilities.   

The proposed action would not require acquisition of any residential or 
commercial properties.  Therefore, it is anticipated that the community, 
including businesses and residences, within and adjacent to the project 
corridor would remain intact.  Construction activities would result in lane 
closures during street reconstruction/ resurfacing work. In order to reduce or 
avoid adverse effects to businesses and residential street access, traffic 
detours and truck routes would be required during construction.  Traffic 
disruptions would likely occur and result in adverse effects to local traffic 
circulation.  Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 shall be implemented to 
ensure that traffic disruptions are reduced to a level that would not be 
considered adverse.    

Jurisdiction/ 
Community Plan Area 

Population for 
Whom Poverty 
Is Determined 

Population below 
Poverty Line 

% of Population  
below Poverty 

Line 

County of Los Angeles 9,349,771 1,674,599 17.9 

City of Los Angeles 3,622,606 801,050 22.1 

Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 54,110 3,258 6.0 

Westlake 106,711 56,138 52.6 

Wilshire 292,059 92,735 31.8 

Westwood 49,306 10,838 22.0 

West Los Angeles  71,944 10,336 14.4 
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In addition, the impacts borne by the minority and low-income communities 
along the project corridor would be similar to and no greater than impacts 
borne by all populations and populations in non-minority communities.  It 
should be noted that minority populations may rely on transit heavily and, 
therefore, transit improvements as a result of this project would be beneficial 
to these communities. The construction and operational impacts of the 
proposed action would not disproportionately impact minority or low-income 
groups, and, therefore, effects related to community disruption and 
environmental justice are not anticipated. 

No adverse effects related to community disruption or environmental justice 
would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would not result in any disproportionately high or adverse human health or 
environmental effects along the project corridor.  Similar to the proposed 
project action, the construction and operational impacts of Alternative A any 
of the project alternatives would not disproportionately impact minority or 
low-income groups, and, therefore, effects related to community disruption 
and environmental justice are not anticipated. 

No adverse effects related to community disruption or environmental justice 
would occur under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would not adversely affect community integrity or result 
in community disruption or environmental justice impacts.  Therefore, the 
proposed action would not contribute to any cumulatively adverse impacts on 
the communities along the project alignment.  Increased efficiency and 
ridership of public transportation would potentially result in an improvement 
of regional transit connectivity, which may result in cumulatively beneficial 
impacts on pedestrian and commuter access within the greater Wilshire 
corridor. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related community 
disruption or environmental justice would occur under this any one of the 
project alternatives.  Each of the project alternatives Alternative A would 
involve a smaller project area and, therefore, would have less of an effect on 
the surrounding community.  Nonetheless, no adverse effects would be 
anticipated. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 
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7.2.15 Public Parkland and Recreation Areas 

Affected Environment 

The City of Los Angeles has approximately 15,710 acres of parkland that are 
administered by the City’s Department of Recreation and Parks.  According to 
the City of Los Angeles Public Recreation Plan, parks can be classified into 
three groups: neighborhood, community, and regional.  A neighborhood park 
should be a minimum of five acres in size (ideally 10 acres), with a service 
radius of one-half mile.  Vest pocket parks, which are less than five acres are 
also considered neighborhood parks.  A community park should be a 
minimum of 15 acres in size (ideally 20 acres), with a service radius of two 
miles.  Regional parks are generally over 50 acres in size and serve the city 
region.  In order to meet long-range recreational standards, it is 
recommended that there be two acres of neighborhood and community 
recreational facilities for every 1,000 people and a minimum of six acres of 
regional recreational facilities for every 1,000 residents.148 

The City of Los Angeles, in comparison with other large metropolitan areas in 
the United States, has less parkland per number of residents.  Los Angeles is 
a highly urbanized city with a population growing at a significant rate.  The 
development needs of anticipated population growth are of great concern, but 
at the same time the needs for open space and recreation areas to meet the 
needs of the population are equally important.  According to the City of Los 
Angeles, two of the main issues in regards to open space and conservation are 
that “[t]here is a deficiency of open space in the City” and that “[p]ark 
acquisition is limited due to existing patterns of development and lack of 
funding.”149  There is a strong need for not only the conservation of existing 
park and recreational land, but also a need for acquiring enough park and 
recreation land to help meet these needs in a highly urbanized and built 
environment. Table 7-4 identifies the parks and recreational areas located 
along the project alignment. 

Table 7-4: Public Parks Located along the Project Alignment 

Property Neighborhood 

MacArthur Park Westlake/MacArthur Park 

Lafayette Park/Multipurpose Community Center  Koreatown, Mid-City 

Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Park (Planned) Koreatown, Mid-City 

Hancock Park/Rancho La Brea Tar Pits Miracle Mile 
Source: ICF International 2010 

                                                      
148  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates. 2006. Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Grand 

Avenue Project.  June 2006. 
149  City of Los Angeles Planning Department. The Framework Element of the Los Angeles General 

Plan: Goals, Objectives, and Policies; Chapter 6 Open Space and Conservation.  Available: 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/Framwk/chapters/06/06.htm. Accessed October 27, 2008. 
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MacArthur Park 

MacArthur Park is located in the Westlake neighborhood of the City of Los 
Angeles, less than two miles southwest of the Los Angeles Civic Center and 
approximately one mile directly west of the 110 freeway.  This park is 
bordered on the northeast by 6th Street, on the southeast by Alvarado Street, 
on the southwest by 7th Street, and on the northwest by Park View Street.  
Wilshire Boulevard runs east and west through the park splitting it into two 
main segments.  MacArthur Park is a public park under the ownership of the 
City of Los Angeles.  The City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks manages the park and its facilities.  Located within the park is 
MacArthur Park Lake on the southern segment.  The lake features paddle 
boats, which are available for public rental on weekends.  Other facilities 
located in the park include an auditorium, bandshell, children’s play area, 
active and passive recreational areas, and the MacArthur Park Community 
Center (which features an after-school club and various community and 
cultural activities).  Picnic tables and walking paths are located throughout 
the park. 

Lafayette Park Multipurpose Community Center 

The Lafayette Park Multipurpose Community Center, formerly known as 
Lafayette Park/Senior Citizen Center, is located just four blocks northwest of 
Macarthur Park on Wilshire Boulevard.  The facility is bordered on the east by 
Lafayette Park Place, on the north by 6th Street, on the west by 
Commonwealth Avenue, and a Los Angeles County Superior Court building 
on the northwest.  Wilshire Boulevard is the southern boundary for most of 
the facility, except a small triangular area south of Wilshire Boulevard and 
bordered by Hoover Street on the west and Lafayette Park Place on the east.  
The Lafayette Multipurpose Community Center is actually comprised of 
several facilities located on the parkland property.  This approximately 
234,790 square feet of public park property features open spaces with several 
trees and shade locations, jogging/walking paths, picnic tables, outdoor 
lighted basketball courts, soccer field, tennis courts, a children’s play area, 
auditorium, community room, and the Felipe De Neve Branch Library.  The 
Community Center offers several classes and activities for both children and 
adults of the neighborhood throughout the year.  The property is owned by 
the City of Los Angeles and is managed by the Department of Recreation and 
Parks.  Recently, the City of Los Angeles and Heart of Los Angeles (HOLA), a 
non-profit organization, have partnered to renovate and expand facilities on 
Lafayette Park.  Completion of the renovations and expansion is expected in 
April of 2009 and features the following improvements: renovations for a 
field turf soccer field, state-of-the-art gymnasium, wireless computer lab, 
classrooms and community meeting rooms, as well as HOLA’s existing art 
studios, fine arts library, dance studio, digital media center and education 
learning center.150  HOLA runs many of its programs which benefit the local 
community from the facilities at this facility. 

                                                      
150  Heart of Los Angeles (HOLA). About HOLA. Available: http://heartofla.org/about  Accessed 

October 28, 2008.   
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Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Park (under construction) 

Based on recent communication with the Los Angeles Unified School 
District’s (LAUSD) architects for one of its schools, Gonzalez Goodale 
Architects,151 it has become known that a park is under construction at 3400 
Wilshire Boulevard on property owned by the LAUSD.  Based on the 
preliminary information available, the park will be open to the public, and is 
located along Wilshire Boulevard. 

Hancock Park and Rancho La Brea Tar Pits 

The Rancho La Brea Tar Pits and Hancock Park are located in the Miracle 
Mile area of Los Angeles.  The property is bordered on the north by 6th Street, 
on the east by Curson Avenue, and on the west by the Los Angeles County 
Museum of Art (LACMA).  Wilshire Boulevard forms the southern boundary 
of the property.  The approximately 1,006,329-square-foot property contains 
the La Brea Tar Pits, a group of pools which have been spewing asphalt for 
the past 40,000 years and where over three million fossils from the last Ice 
Age have been excavated.152  Also located on the site is the George C. Page 
Museum of La Brea Discoveries, where many of the fossils discovered are 
displayed to the public.  Today, excavations continue on the property and, in 
the summer, some excavation sites are open to the public.  The Tar Pits and 
the Museum are both preserved and managed by the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County Foundation.  Open green space featuring a 
variety of different trees encompasses the property known as Hancock Park 
(not to be confused with the residential neighborhood of the same name 
located approximately one mile to the east).  Several paths traverse the 
property for the public to walk and view the pits, as well as the large display 
models of prehistoric mammals located around the park. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  No parks or recreational areas would be adversely affected.  

No adverse impacts related to parklands or recreational areas would occur 
under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action does not include a housing component, and, therefore, 
increased demand on park service, typically resulting from an increase in 
residential population, is not anticipated.  The proposed action involves 
repair, improvement and reconstruction of existing facilities along the 

                                                      
151  Phone Conversation with Victor Guevara of Gonzalez Goodale Architects on 11/21/2008. 
152  Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, Return to the Ice Age: The La Brea Exploration 

Guide, 2002. Available: http://www.tarpits.org/education/guide/index.html.  Accessed October 29, 
2008.  
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Wilshire corridor.  The current existing bus routes serving this corridor 
would continue to operate and would not require new or additional 
employees. 

As stated above, parkland is not equally distributed throughout the City of Los 
Angeles, resulting in some communities lacking a significant amount of 
parkland.  However, because the proposed action would not include a 
housing component and would not add new employees to the area, the 
proposed action would not result in any increase in the demand on local 
parks.  Because the proposed action would not require the acquisition of any 
parkland, or incur temporary or constructive “use” pursuant to Section 4(f) 
(see Section 4(f) Applicability Evaluation Memo), these impacts would not be 
applicable.  Therefore, no adverse environmental effects are anticipated 
related to parklands and recreational areas. 

No adverse impacts related to parklands or recreational areas would occur 
under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
does not include a housing component and would not add new employees to 
the areas or result in any increase in demand on local parks.  No parkland 
would be acquired, and no temporary or constructive use impacts would 
occur.  Therefore, no adverse environmental effects are anticipated related to 
parklands and recreational areas. 

No adverse impacts related to parklands or recreational areas would occur 
under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

BRT operations are already occurring along the project corridor.  The 
proposed action would create peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing 
buses.  The proposed action does not include a housing component, which 
typically results in increased demand for parks and recreational facilities.  
Therefore, the proposed action would not contribute to any cumulative 
impacts related to the use of parkland and recreational facilities in the project 
corridor.  Accordingly, no adverse effects on parkland and recreation would 
occur either individually or cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project this alternatives would not 
contribute to any cumulative impacts related to the use of parkland and 
recreational facilities in the project corridor.  Accordingly, no adverse effects 
on parkland and recreation would occur either individually or cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 
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7.2.16 Wetlands and Floodplains 

Affected Environment 

According to the California Wetlands Information System (a program of the 
California Resources Agency), the project corridor is not located within or 
adjacent to any areas that would be considered a wetland as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The nearest wetland is the Ballona 
Wetland located approximately 1.3 miles south of the project corridor. 

Executive Order 11988 (Flood Plain Management) links the need to protect 
lives and property with the need to restore and preserve natural and beneficial 
flood plain values.  Specifically, federal agencies are directed to avoid 
conducting, allowing, or supporting actions on the base flood plain unless the 
agency finds that the base flood plain is the only practicable alternative 
location.  Similarly, Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5650.2, 
which implements Executive Order 11988 (Flood Plain Management) and 
was issued pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, and the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973, prescribes policies and procedures for ensuring that proper 
consideration is give to the avoidance and mitigation of adverse flood plain 
impacts in agency actions, planning programs, and budget requests. 

Los Angeles County is subject to a wide range of flood hazards, including 
those caused by earthquakes, intense storms, and failure of man-made 
structures.  Two damaging regional tsunamis caused by the 1812 Santa 
Barbara and the 1927 Point Arguello earthquakes indicate that faults off the 
coast of Southern California are capable of producing large local tsunamis.  
The tsunami concern is heightened because the short historical record does 
not adequately characterize the long-term tsunami risk. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared flood 
maps identifying areas in Los Angeles County that would be subject to 
flooding during 100- and 500-year storms events.  These maps indicate that 
portions of the project corridor are located within these flood zones.  At the 
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Wilton Place, the project corridor 
passes through a two-city block area that is within a 500-year flood zone and 
small areas (less than one city block) within the 100-year flood zone at the 
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Mariposa Avenue and between 
Commonwealth Avenue and Hoover Street.153  However, the risk for flooding 
in these areas is not any greater than that for most areas in the remaining 
portions of the Central Los Angeles Basin. 

                                                      
153  City of Los Angeles, NavigateLA Website, available online: http://navigatela.lacity.org/, accessed 

November 19, 2008. 
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Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  Therefore, no impacts on wetlands or floodplains would occur. 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The project corridor is located in a fully industrialized area and would not 
affect any federally protected wetlands.  Therefore, no impacts on wetlands 
would occur. 

The proposed action would not involve construction of new structures along 
the Wilshire corridor that would be exposed to 500-year or 100-year flood 
events.  During these storm events, portions of the Wilshire corridor are, and 
will continue to be, subject to limited flooding of short duration.  
Implementation of the proposed action, which would involve improvements 
to an existing transportation corridor already used by buses and other vehicles 
to create peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing buses, would neither 
create nor contribute to flooding that would exceed the storm drain system 
capacity nor impede or redirect flood flow.  Accordingly, implementation of 
the proposed action would not create any new impacts related to flooding 
beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, no adverse effects related to flooding 
are anticipated to occur. 

No adverse impacts related to wetlands or floodplains would occur under the 
proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, any one of the project alternatives Alternative 
A would be built within the existing Wilshire corridor and would not affect 
any federally protected wetlands.  None of the project alternatives Alternative 
A would not contribute to flooding that would exceed the storm drain system, 
or impede or redirect flood flow, or otherwise increase or alter existing 
conditions related to flooding in the area.   

No adverse impacts related to wetlands or floodplains would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 
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Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The project corridor is located in a developed urban area of the City of Los 
Angeles.  Designated and federally protected wetlands or floodplains do not 
exist in the vicinity of the project corridor.  Therefore, no adverse cumulative 
impacts on wetlands are anticipated from project implementation. 

BRT operations are already occurring along the project corridor.  The 
proposed action would create peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing 
buses.  Therefore, the proposed action would not contribute to any 
cumulative impacts related to flooding in the project corridor.  Accordingly, 
no adverse effects related to flooding would occur either individually or 
cumulatively. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related to wetlands or 
floodplains would occur either individually or cumulatively under any one of 
the project alternatives Alternative A. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.17 Water Quality, Navigable Waterways, and 
Coastal Zones 

Affected Environment 

The primary federal law governing water quality is the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1972, amended as the Clean Water Act in 1977.  This 
landmark legislation established the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit process to regulate point source 
discharges to surface waters.  The 1987 amendment to the Clean Water Act 
added Section 402(p) that requires the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to develop regulations for the control of nonpoint 
source discharges, such as urban storm water runoff, that ultimately ends up 
in receiving waters. 

There are no surface water bodies located near the project corridor.  The 
closest water bodies are the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean, 
approximately 2.5 miles west of the project corridor.  The Pacific Ocean is the 
ultimate receiving water body in the region.  Santa Monica Bay is a United 
States Federal navigable water body and is listed as an impaired water body in 
the Federal listing established under the Clean Water Act, Sections 131.1, 
303, 304, and 319. 

Because the western end of the project corridor is approximately 2.5 miles 
east of the Pacific Ocean, no segment of the project corridor is located within 
a designated coastal zone, which ends at Wilshire Boulevard and 4th Street in 
the City of Santa Monica. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.   
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No adverse impacts related to water resources would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Implementation of the proposed action, which would involve improvements 
to an existing transportation corridor already used by buses and other vehicles 
to create peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing buses, would neither 
create nor contribute to water quality degradation.  Project construction, 
which would involve resurfacing/repaving and roadway widening in some 
segments of Wilshire Boulevard, would comply with applicable federal, State, 
and local regulations, as well as other code requirements and permit 
provisions to prevent any violation of water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements.  These codes and requirements include the City of 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (Chapter IX, Division 70), the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater regulations, 
implementation of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and 
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).  Accordingly, 
implementation of the proposed action would not create any new impacts 
related to water quality beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, no adverse 
effects related to water quality are anticipated to occur. 

The proposed action would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
project corridor that would result in erosion or siltation.  The project corridor 
is nearly flat in a heavily urbanized area and has been previously developed 
with impervious surfaces, with stormwater moving as sheet flow across the 
paved areas.  The proposed action would not interfere with runoff flow 
patterns. 

No natural streams or waterways or navigable waterways are located in the 
project corridor that would be considered ecologically sensitive or potentially 
harbor endangered species.  Further, the western end of the project corridor 
is located more than two miles east of the Pacific Ocean and is not located in 
a designated coastal zone.  Therefore, adverse environmental effects related to 
water quality, navigable waterways, and coastal zones are not anticipated with 
the proposed action.  

No adverse impacts related to water resources would occur under the 
proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, any one of the project alternatives Alternative 
A would be built within the existing Wilshire corridor and would not affect 
existing conditions related to water quality, navigable waters, or coastal zones.  
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No adverse effect would occur under any one of the project alternatives 
Alternative A. 

No adverse impacts related to wetlands or floodplains would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

BRT operations already occur along the Wilshire corridor.  The proposed 
action would create peak period curbside bus lanes to accommodate existing 
buses.  Therefore, the proposed action would not contribute to any 
cumulative impacts related to water quality, navigable waters, and coastal 
zones.  The indirect effects of reducing traffic congestion would be a 
beneficial effect to water quality in the region since reductions in on-road 
vehicles would result in a reduction in the level of water-borne pollutants that 
migrate to surface and groundwater through stormwater runoff.  Accordingly, 
no adverse effects related to water quality, navigable waters, and coastal zones 
would occur either individually or cumulatively. 
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No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related to water quality, 
navigable waters, or coastal zones would occur either individually or 
cumulatively under any one of the project alternatives Alternative A. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.18 Ecologically Sensitive Areas and Endangered 
Species 

Affected Environment 

The project corridor is located in an urban area, where BRT operations are 
already occurring.  The project corridor is not within or adjacent to natural 
open space or significant ecological areas (SEAs) that would support 
threatened or endangered species.  There are no natural or landscaped 
features in the project corridor that would support any sensitive biological 
resources.  Wildlife use of the project corridor is limited largely to feral cats, 
rats, mice, and birds, which adapt to urban areas and are not considered 
sensitive species.  No natural streams or waterways are located in the project 
vicinity that would be considered ecologically sensitive.  The nearest concrete-
lined stream is the Ballona Creek, located 1.3 miles south of the project 
corridor. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  No ecological resource impacts would occur. 

No adverse impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas or endangered 
species would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Because the project corridor is within a highly developed urban area, and 
there are few suitable habitats for wildlife, there are no expected impacts 
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related to ecologically sensitive areas, sensitive or special-status species, 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. 

Implementation of the proposed action, which would involve improvements 
to an existing transportation corridor already used by buses and other vehicles 
to create peak period curbside bus lanes to accommodate existing buses, 
would not create any new impacts to existing biological resources, including 
sensitive or special-status species (i.e., trees and birds), in the project corridor 
and vicinity.  In addition, the project’s urban setting provides no opportunity 
for accessible movement between two or more existing open spaces.  Project 
operation would not create any new impacts related to ecologically sensitive 
areas and endangered species beyond existing conditions.  Therefore, no 
adverse effects related to sensitive biological resources are anticipated to 
occur. 

However, during project construction, there is moderate potential for 
violation of the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and similar laws in the 
California Fish and Game Code protecting native birds, if any tree removal or 
other project construction were to occur during the nesting season.  The 
segment of the project corridor, where jut-outs are proposed to be removed, 
would involve the removal of a maximum of 40 magnolia trees along Wilshire 
Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, which may serve 
as habitat for migratory birds.  This may result in conflict with state and 
federal laws protecting native birds and their active nests.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 would ensure that this conflict is avoided.  The 
segment of the project corridor, where the eastbound left-turn pocket at 
Sepulveda Boulevard would be lengthened and the street widened between 
Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue, would involve the removal of 
approximately 30 small jacaranda trees.  However, these trees are ornamental 
and would not provide suitable habitat for migratory birds.  Therefore, no 
impacts related to migratory birds are anticipated along this segment. 

With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure BR-1, no substantial adverse 
impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas or endangered species would 
occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, any of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would be built within the existing Wilshire corridor and would not create any 
new impacts to existing biological resources, including sensitive or special-
status species, in the project corridor and vicinity.  Alternative A does not 
None of the project alternatives include the removal of the jut-outs between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and, therefore, the existing 
magnolia trees along this portion of the project corridor would not be 
adversely affected.  The segment of the project corridor, where the eastbound 
left-turn pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard would be lengthened and the street 
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widened between Bonsall and Federal Avenues, would involve the removal of 
approximately 30 small jacaranda trees under Alternatives A and A-1, but not 
Alternative A-2.  However, These trees are ornamental and would not provide 
suitable habitat for migratory birds.  No adverse effects to ecologically 
sensitive areas or endangered species would occur under any one of the 
project alternatives Alternative A. 

No adverse impacts related to ecologically sensitive areas or endangered 
species would occur under Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action involves the removal of a maximum of 40 magnolia trees 
along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, 
which may serve as habitat for migratory birds.  Accordingly, the Mitigation 
Measure BR-1 shall be implemented to prevent conflict with existing federal, 
state, and/or local laws, regulations and/or ordinances protecting biological 
resources that may be encountered during construction of the proposed 
action.  This mitigation measure is discussed in detail in Section 4.7 
presented in Table ES-1. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 
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Proposed Action 

The project lies entirely within a developed urban area.  Accordingly, 
ecologically sensitive areas, special-status species, and their occupied habitat 
do not have reasonable potential to be present in the immediate project area.  
Therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts to wetlands, special-status species, 
or wildlife corridors would occur.  However, as discussed above, the removal 
of some trees along the project corridor may conflict with state and federal 
laws protecting native birds and their active nests.  Construction activities as a 
result of the proposed action and other projects in the area could potentially 
result in an adverse cumulative impact to natives birds.  Mitigation Measure 
BR-1 has been identified to ensure that adverse impacts to nesting birds are 
minimized. 

With the incorporation of mitigation, no cumulatively adverse effects would 
occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur under any one of the project alternatives 
Alternative A on ecologically sensitive resources or endangered species.  
Therefore, no cumulatively adverse effects would occur.  

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.19 Energy Resources 

Affected Environment 

California’s overall energy consumption continues to be dominated by growth 
in passenger vehicles.  California is the third largest consumer of 
transportation fuels in the world (behind the United States as a whole and 
China) – more than 16 billion gallons of gasoline and nearly three billion 
gallons of diesel consumed each year.154  Demand for gasoline and diesel is 
normally expected to increase by one to two percent each year as a growing 
population registers more vehicles and drives more miles.155 

While national demand grew by 1.5 percent in the first half of 2007, 
consumption in California has dropped.  Californians used nearly one 
percent less gasoline in April 2007 – 10.5 million fewer gallons of gasoline 
than the previous April.156  This was the fourth straight quarter in which 

                                                      
154  California Energy Commission, 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report, October 2007. 
155  Ibid. 
156  Ibid. 
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Californians have used less gasoline than they did during the same period the 
year before. 

Within the project corridor, as examined by the Traffic Impact Analysis, 
approximately 44 out of 74 of the study intersections currently experience a 
traffic level of service (LOS) of D, E, or F during either A.M. or P.M. peak 
traffic periods.  While a specific amount of transportation-related energy 
usage cannot be ascertained based on LOS alone, LOS of D, E, or F indicates 
a high degree of traffic congestions and delay times during peak travel 
periods in the project corridor.  Traffic congestion and the corresponding 
vehicle idling indicate a low degree of transportation-related energy-efficiency 
along Wilshire corridor. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.  Over time, regional population growth would be expected and 
would lead to increased vehicle use, increased traffic congestion, and, thus, 
decreased transportation-related energy efficiency in the project corridor and 
the larger region.  No increase in bus ridership or decrease in VMT would 
occur.  However, this would not be considered a direct impact as a result of 
the No Project Alternative.  Therefore, no adverse effects related to energy 
would occur under the No Project Alternative. 

No adverse impacts related to energy use would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would be accommodated along the existing Wilshire 
Boulevard ROW.  Regional population growth would be expected that would 
generally lead to an increased demand in transportation needs.  Based on 
previous studies related to the Los Angeles Metro Rapid Demonstration 
Program (see Appendix IB), it has been determined that with improved bus 
passenger travel times and bus service reliability, ridership can increase 
dramatically.  Accordingly, the proposed action would be expected to reduce 
VMT in personal vehicles as the proposed action would encourage a shift 
from automobile use to public transit by continuing to attract new transit 
riders.  The overall effect of the proposed action is expected to result in 
increased use of public transportation.  In turn, this would result in decreased 
traffic congestion, vehicle idling, thereby increasing the transportation related 
energy efficiency within the project corridor for both public transportation 
and private vehicle use.  Therefore, the proposed action would result in less 
energy consumption than baseline conditions and, as such, would result in a 
beneficial energy impact.   

No adverse impacts related to energy use would occur under the proposed 
action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, any one of the project alternatives Alternative 
A is expected to result in increased use of public transportation, with a 
corresponding decrease in traffic congestion and vehicle idling.  Increased 
transportation related energy efficiency under any one of the project 
alternatives Alternative A would result in less energy consumption than 
baseline conditions and, as such, would result in a beneficial effect 
(reduction) on energy use. 

No adverse impacts related to energy use would occur under the Alternative 
A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects related to energy use would occur under the No Project 
Alternative; therefore, no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects related to energy use would occur under the 
No Project Alternative. 
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Proposed Action 

No adverse effects related to energy use would occur under the proposed 
action; therefore, no cumulative adverse effects would occur.  Increased 
transportation-related energy efficiency along the Wilshire corridor would 
serve to reduce energy use by reducing total VMTs for personal vehicles.  
Therefore, the proposed action would be expected to have a cumulatively 
beneficial effect (reduction) on energy use. 

No cumulatively adverse effects related to energy use would occur under the 
proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, none of the project alternatives Alternative A 
would not result in adverse effects on energy use, and, therefore, no 
cumulative adverse effects would occur.  As with the proposed action, under 
any one of the project alternatives Alternative A, increased transportation-
related energy efficiency along the Wilshire corridor would serve to reduce 
energy use by reducing total VMTs for personal vehicles.  Therefore, any one 
of these this alternatives would be expected to have a cumulatively beneficial 
effect (reduction) on energy use. 

No cumulatively adverse effects related to energy use would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.20 Safety and Security 

Affected Environment 

LACMTA oversees the operation of bus, heavy rail transit, and light rail 
transit services throughout Los Angeles County.  As part of its 
responsibilities, LACMTA implements its System Safety Program Plan to 
maintain and improve the safety of commuter operations, reduce accidents 
and associated costs, and comply with state regulations.  These safety 
measures have been established to ensure worker and passenger safety, 
prevent crime, allow for adequate emergency response, and include 
emergency procedures to be followed in the event of a natural disaster.  
LACMTA currently provides police surveillance (via contracts with the Los 
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department), non-uniformed police inspectors on 
transit buses and at major transit nodes, closed-circuit television in some 
locations, and an emergency radio response system. 

In addition, LACMTA works closely with the LADOT to improve intersections 
with transit signal priority and all the necessary street infrastructure to enable 
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motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians to interact safely with the Metro Rapid 
buses as they cross through the Wilshire corridor intersections between 
Central and West Los Angeles. 

LACMTA currently operates the Wilshire Metro Rapid Bus 720 and 920 lines 
along the Wilshire corridor.  Bus stops have already been constructed as part 
of these lines with necessary safety features that ensure pedestrian, motorist 
and bicyclist safety. 

Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to 9.9 miles of the 
Wilshire corridor included under the proposed action would not be 
implemented.   

No adverse impacts related to safety and security would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
to bus and right-turn only lanes operating in the peak periods on weekdays.  
The curb lanes would be repaired or reconstructed, where necessary, and 
restriped and signed as peak period bus lanes.  In other areas, curbside bus 
lanes would be added as new lanes to Wilshire Boulevard by widening or 
removing jut-outs.  These improvements would be implemented following 
design guidelines by the City of Los Angeles and LACMTA in order to 
continue to ensure pedestrian, motorist, and bicyclist safety.  Implementation 
of the proposed action, which would involve improvements to an existing 
transportation corridor already used by buses and other vehicles, would 
neither increase the number of crimes occurring on LACMTA property or 
service corridor nor substantially change the operation of the Wilshire Metro 
Rapid bus service.  Therefore, no adverse effects related to safety and security 
are anticipated. During construction, traffic detours and truck routes would 
be required.  Maintaining an adequate level of signage, construction barriers, 
and supervision of trained safety personnel as part of the construction team 
would ensure that pedestrian and motorist safety is maintained during 
construction.   

No adverse impacts related to safety and security would occur under the 
proposed action. 
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Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, the improvements under any one of the 
project alternatives Alternative A would be implemented following design 
guidelines by the City of Los Angeles and LACMTA in order to continue to 
ensure pedestrian, motorist, and bicyclist safety.  Implementation of any one 
of the project alternatives Alternative A, which would involve similar 
improvements described for the proposed action within an existing 
transportation corridor already used by buses and other vehicles, would 
neither increase the number of crimes occurring on LACMTA property or 
service corridor nor substantially change the operation of the Wilshire Metro 
Rapid bus service.  Similar to the proposed project action, during 
construction, traffic detours and truck routes would be required.  Maintaining 
an adequate level of signage, construction barriers, and supervision of trained 
safety personnel as part of the construction team would ensure that 
pedestrian and motorist safety is maintained during construction.   

Therefore, no adverse effects related to safety and security under Alternative 
A any of the project alternatives are anticipated. 

No adverse impacts related to safety and security would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

No adverse effects would occur; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur under the No Project Alternative; therefore, 
no cumulative adverse effects would occur. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Implementation of the proposed action would not change the operation of the 
Wilshire Metro Rapid bus service or cause adverse cumulative effects on 
safety and security.  The improved service would entice some drivers to 
choose public transit as a choice for commuting, which could theoretically 
reduce the potential for traffic accidents.  Similarly, average travel speeds on 
Wilshire Boulevard may increase slightly during peak periods relative to the 
cumulative base condition but would remain well below the posted speed 
limit.  At the system level, this would be a beneficial cumulative effect of the 
proposed action. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, 
Alternative A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue, and 
Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South 
Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects related to safety and 
security would occur either individually or cumulatively under any one of the 
project alternatives Alternative A. 

No cumulatively adverse effects would occur under Alternative A, Alternative 
A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

7.2.21 Construction 

Affected Environment 

Construction activities within public rights-of-way are not typically considered 
to be adverse due to their short term nature, particularly with implementation 
of construction management and abatement measures.  Project construction 
would employ conventional construction techniques and equipment used in 
the Southern California region.  All work would conform to industry 
specifications and standards.  Construction could possibly begin in early 2011 
and take approximately two years to implement all the proposed 
improvements. 

282



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 7.0 Environmental Assessment  
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 7-85 April 2011 

Impacts 

Traffic 

No Project Alternative 
No construction activities would occur under the No Project Alternative; 
therefore, no adverse effects related to construction traffic would occur. 

No adverse effects related to construction traffic would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 
Major project elements involving construction include the following: 

• From Western Avenue to Fairfax Avenue (approximately 3.0 miles), curb 
lanes would be reconstructed/resurfaced and converted to peak period 
bus lanes; 

• From Comstock Avenue to Malcolm Avenue (approximately 1.0 miles), 
various curb improvements, including jut-out removal and realignment 
of curbs, would be implemented; 

• From Sepulveda Boulevard to Bonsall Avenue (approximately 0.2 mile), 
no bus lanes would be implemented.  However, at Sepulveda Boulevard, 
the eastbound left-turn pocket would be lengthened by approximately 470 
feet to accommodate a greater number of vehicles that are currently 
queued in the No. 1 eastbound traffic lane, resulting in full use of the 
No. 1 lane for through traffic movements. 

• From Bonsall Avenue to Federal Avenue (approximately 0.4 mile), in 
order to accommodate an eastbound peak period bus lane, the sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be reduced to a 
uniform width.  Both eastbound and westbound lanes would be restriped.  
Wilshire Boulevard between Interstate 405 and Federal Avenue is 
bordered by the Veterans Administration (VA) property.  The sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard in this segment vary between 
10 and 15 feet.   

• From Federal Avenue to Barrington Avenue (approximately 0.1 mile), 
both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be widened by reducing the 
sidewalk widths on the north and south sides, allowing restriping of the 
street and creation of a new eastbound peak period bus lane and 
conversion of the westbound curb lane to a peak period bus lane. 

The equipment that would be used in construction may include graders, 
dozers, cement-mixers, flat bed trucks, and dump trucks to haul asphalt 
debris.  These construction vehicles would be used along the alignment to 
implement the project improvements identified above and would possibly 
impede traffic mobility in areas of construction.  Traffic detours and truck 
routes would be required during construction.  Traffic disruptions would 
likely occur and result in adverse effects to local traffic circulation. 
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It is anticipated that construction work may temporarily reduce the capacity 
of, and cause delays to, the traffic flow along Wilshire Boulevard.  The City 
and County of Los Angeles would be required to prepare and implement a 
Traffic Management Plan that would best serve the mobility and safety needs 
of the motoring public, construction workers, businesses, and community, as 
well as facilitate the flow of automobile and pedestrian traffic during 
construction.  The plan would consist of a temporary traffic control plan that 
addresses both the transportation operations and public information 
components.  In order to minimize the traffic impacts to the extent possible, 
several mitigation measures will need to be implemented along the project 
corridor to help mitigate the temporary construction impact to traffic and the 
adjacent businesses.  Some of these measures include traffic control devices 
and possibly flagmen and/or traffic officers, frequent street sweeping, and the 
implementation of diversions/detours to facilitate traffic flow throughout the 
construction zones.  In addition, a Construction Phasing and Staging Plan 
would be required to control the impacts of construction in any segment by 
limiting the areas that may be constructed at a particular time. The goal of the 
construction phasing plan would be to maximize the work area under 
construction while minimizing the inconvenience to the businesses and 
motoring public.  The proposed action would be required to comply with the 
Holiday Moratorium, which prohibits construction work from November 15 
through January 2. 

A minimum of one-week advance notice would be provided to individual 
owners (businesses and residences), owner’s agents, and tenants of buildings 
adjacent to work-site before impairing access to those buildings and use of 
adjacent public ways or prohibiting stopping and parking of vehicles.  
Additionally, temporary special signs would be used to mitigate the effects of 
construction on businesses by informing customers that merchants and other 
businesses are open and to provide special access directions if warranted.  A 
minimum 3-foot pedestrian access along sidewalks would be maintained at 
all times.   

Public awareness strategies include various methods to educate and reach out 
to the public, businesses, and the community concerning the project and 
work zone.  The public component piece of the Traffic Management Plan 
may include organizing and hosting project briefings for area residents, local 
workforce, commuters and business owners; consultation with area 
homeowner associations, neighborhood councils, and Business Improvement 
Districts (BID); responding to telephone calls and e-mails; design and 
distribution of a project brochure; issuing construction notices to inform 
public of construction schedules; attending weekly construction progress 
meetings and reporting community concerns; working closely with affected 
Council Districts, as well as the Mayor’s Los Angeles Business Team to 
mitigate concerns; issuing news releases to local media to inform public of 
traffic impacts: and, developing and managing a project website and/or 
telephone hotline.    

The above measures are included in Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 
and shall be implemented to ensure that traffic disruptions are reduced to a 
level that would not be considered adverse. 
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Construction of the proposed action would result in a temporary adverse effect 
related to traffic circulation. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal and Alternative 
A-1 - Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue 
 
Major project elements involving construction include the following: 

• From Western Avenue to San Vicente Boulevard (approximately 3.6 
miles) and from the western boundary of the City of Beverly Hills to 
Westholme Avenue (approximately 1.2 miles), curb lanes would be 
reconstructed/resurfaced and converted to peak period bus lanes; 

• From the western boundary of the City of Beverly Hills to Westholme 
Avenue (approximately 1.2 miles), curb lanes would be reconstructed/ 
resurfaced and converted to peak period bus lanes (for Alternative A 
only); 

• From Sepulveda Boulevard to Bonsall Avenue (approximately 0.2 mile), 
no bus lanes would be implemented.  However, at Sepulveda Boulevard, 
the eastbound left-turn pocket would be lengthened by approximately 470 
feet to accommodate a greater number of vehicles that are currently 
queued in the No. 1 eastbound traffic lane, resulting in full use of the 
No. 1 lane for through traffic movements. 

• From Bonsall Avenue to Federal Avenue (approximately 0.4 mile), in 
order to accommodate an eastbound peak period bus lane, the sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be reduced to a 
uniform width.  Both eastbound and westbound lanes would be restriped.  
Wilshire Boulevard between Interstate 405 and Federal Avenue is 
bordered by the Veterans Administration (VA) property.  The sidewalk 
widths on both sides of Wilshire Boulevard in this segment vary between 
10 and 15 feet.   

• From Federal Avenue to Barrington Avenue (approximately 0.1 mile), 
both sides of Wilshire Boulevard would be widened by reducing the 
sidewalks on the north and south sides, allowing restriping of the street 
and creation of a new eastbound peak period bus lane and the conversion 
of the westbound curb lane to a peak period bus lane. 

The equipment that would be used in construction may include graders, 
dozers, cement-mixers, flat bed trucks, and dump trucks to haul asphalt 
debris.  These construction vehicles would be used along the alignment to 
implement the project improvements identified above and would possibly 
impede traffic mobility in areas of construction.  Traffic detours and truck 
routes would be required during construction.  As with the proposed action, 
traffic disruptions would likely occur and result in adverse effects to local 
traffic and pedestrian circulation and businesses in the area under either one 
of this these alternatives.  As described for the proposed action (above), 
Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 shall be implemented to ensure that 
traffic disruptions are reduced to a level that would not be considered adverse. 
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Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus Lanes from South Park View 
Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

The only major project element involving construction under this alternative 
is the reconstruction/resurfacing of up to approximately 5 miles of curb lanes 
from Hoover Avenue to San Vicente Boulevard to be converted to peak period 
bus lanes.  The equipment that would be used in construction may include 
graders, dozers, cement-mixers, flat bed trucks, and dump trucks to haul 
asphalt debris.  These construction vehicles would be used along the 
alignment to implement the project improvements identified above and 
would possibly impede traffic mobility in areas of construction.  Traffic 
detours and truck routes would be required during construction.  As with the 
proposed action and Alternative A, traffic disruptions would likely occur and 
result in adverse effects to local traffic and pedestrian circulation and 
businesses in the area under this alternative.  As described for the proposed 
action (above), Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 shall be implemented to 
ensure that traffic disruptions are reduced to a level that would not be 
considered adverse. 

Air Quality  

No Project Alternative 
No construction activities would occur under the No Project Alternative; 
therefore, no adverse effects related to air quality would occur. 

No adverse effects related to construction emissions would occur under the 
No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 
Regional Impacts.  The Air Quality Assessment Report assumed a conservative 
worst-case impact scenario in calculating regional air quality impacts.  For 
modeling purposes, it was assumed that construction would have a duration of 
approximately 4 months.  The total amount of construction, the duration of 
construction, and the intensity of construction activity could have a substantial 
effect upon the amount of construction emissions, the concentrations, and the 
resulting impacts occurring at any one time.  As such, the emission forecasts 
provided herein reflect a specific set of conservative assumptions based on the 
expected construction scenario wherein a relatively large amount of 
construction is occurring in a relatively intensive manner.  Because of this 
conservative assumption, actual emissions could be less than those forecasted.  
If construction is delayed or occurs over a longer time period, emissions could 
be reduced because of (1) a more modern and cleaner burning construction 
equipment fleet mix, and/or (2) a less intensive buildout schedule (i.e., fewer 
daily emissions occurring over a longer time interval). 

Table 4.2-4 (Section 4.2) of the Draft EIR/EA, shows the emissions calculated 
for construction of the proposed action.  As shown therein, it was found that 
criteria pollutant emissions would be less than the applicable SCAQMD 
significance thresholds.  Therefore, a substantial adverse effect related regional 
air quality would not result from construction activities under the proposed 
action. 
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Construction of the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse 
effect related to regional criteria pollutant impacts.  

Localized Impacts.  The SCAQMD has developed a set of mass emissions rate 
look-up tables that can be used to evaluate localized impacts that may result 
from construction-period criteria pollutant emissions, including PM10, and 
PM2.5.  If the on-site emissions from proposed construction activities are below 
the Localized Significance Threshold (LST) emission levels found in the LST 
mass rate look-up tables for the project site’s SRA, then project emissions 
would not have the potential to cause a significant localized air quality impact. 

When quantifying mass emissions for LST analysis, only emissions that occur 
on site are considered.  Consistent with SCAQMD LST guidelines, emissions 
related to offsite delivery/haul truck activity and employee trips are not 
considered in the evaluation of localized impacts.  Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment Report, the worst-case maximum emissions for all criteria 
pollutants would remain below their respective SCAQMD LST significance 
thresholds (see Section 4.2, Table 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR/EA).  As such, localized 
impacts that may result from construction-period criteria pollutant emissions 
would not be considered substantially adverse.  

The greatest potential for TAC emissions would be related to diesel 
particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during site 
grading activities.  The SCAQMD does not consider diesel-related cancer 
risks from construction equipment to be an issue due to the short-term 
nature of construction activities.  Construction activities associated with the 
proposed project action would be sporadic, transitory, and short term in 
nature.  The assessment of cancer risk is typically based on a 70-year exposure 
period.  Because exposure to diesel exhaust would be well below the 70-year 
exposure period, construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to 
result in an elevated cancer risk to exposed persons due to the short-term 
nature of construction.  As such, localized project-related toxic emission 
impacts during construction would not be considered substantially adverse 
under the proposed project action. 

Construction of the proposed action would not result in a substantial adverse 
effect related to localized criteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, Alternative A-1 - 
Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue, and Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, regional and localized construction-period 
impacts under any one of the project alternatives Alternative A would be 
similar to or less than those for the proposed action, since less construction 
activity would occur under any one of the project alternatives than under the 
proposed project action.  There would be no jut-out removal between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, and there would be no bus lane-
related construction from approximately 300 feet east of Veteran Avenue to 
the I-405 northbound ramps and from S. Park View Street east.  However, 
there would be some additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing from 
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Fairfax Avenue to San Vicente Boulevard for each one of the project 
alternatives (optional under Alternative A-2), and from the western boundary 
of the City of Beverly Hills to Westholme Avenue (for Alternative A only).  
Under Alternative A-2, there is also some optional curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between Hoover Avenue and Western Avenue, 
subject to the availability of funding.  Similar to the proposed project action, 
criteria pollutant emissions under Alternative A any one of the project 
alternatives would be less than the applicable SCAQMD significance 
thresholds.  Construction-period TAC emissions, as with the proposed project 
action, would be temporary in nature, and as such, would not result in 
substantial adverse effects related to regional or localized air quality impacts. 

Construction of Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2,  would not 
result in a regionally or localized substantial adverse effect related to criteria 
pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 

Noise 

No-Project Alternative 
Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to the Wilshire 
corridor included under the proposed action would not be implemented.  No 
construction activities would take place, and, therefore, no construction noise 
would be generated. 

No adverse effects related to construction noise would occur under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 
Project construction would increase noise levels temporarily at noise-sensitive 
locations near the project site.  The magnitude of the increases would depend on 
the type of construction activity, the noise level generated by various pieces of 
construction equipment (see Table 4.4-7 in Section 4.4 of this document the 
Draft EIR/EA), site geometry (i.e., shielding from intervening terrain or other 
structures), and the distance between the noise source and receiver. 

Noise from construction activity is generated by the broad array of powered, 
noise-producing mechanical equipment used in the construction process.  
The types of equipment range from hand-held pneumatic tools used for 
installation of signage and traffic signals, to jack-hammers, rock drills, and 
pile drivers to break the sidewalk and roadway surface, to compactors, 
graders, scrapers, and pavers used in roadway reconstruction.  The exact 
complement of noise-producing equipment that would be in use during any 
particular period has not yet been determined.  However, the noise levels 
from construction activity during various phases of a typical public works and 
roadway construction project have been evaluated, and their use provides an 
acceptable prediction of a project’s potential noise impacts. 

Assuming an average noise level of 89 dBA (at 50 feet distance from roadway 
centerline) during excavation activities for roadway reconstruction of the curb 
lanes in the segment between Western Avenue and Fairfax Avenue, noise 
levels would temporarily increase by more than 15 decibels from the typical 
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ambient daytime noise levels measured in the area at four of the six 
measurement locations (ST-1, ST-3, ST-4, and ST-6), as discussed in detail in 
Section 4.4 of this document.  Although the increases in noise levels would be 
substantial, the increases would be intermittent and temporary, and during 
daytime hours, it is unlikely that significant impacts on noise-sensitive uses 
or activities would occur. The other corridor segments that would require 
roadway and/or curb reconstruction would not result in an increase in noise 
from existing levels above the 15-decibel threshold of significance. 

In addition, Section 1508.27 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA requires considerations of both 
context and intensity when determining the significance of an impact.  
Context considers several factors, such as society as a whole (human, 
national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality, while 
intensity refers to the severity of impact.  Several factors are considered in 
evaluating intensity.  Particularly applicable to the proposed action are the 
following two factors – (1) the degree to which the proposed action affects 
public health or safety, and (2) whether the action threatens a violation of 
Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed for the protection of the 
environment..   Construction noise from the proposed action would be 
temporary and intermittent and would not substantially threaten public 
health.  The construction activities required for the proposed action would not 
occur simultaneously along all segments of the project corridor and would be 
of short-duration (e.g., one to two weeks), completed in segment by segment 
intervals (e.g., a few blocks at a time).  Furthermore, the proposed action 
would be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance, which limits 
construction between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., Mondays through 
Fridays, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays.  Noise control measures 
(Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-4 identified in Section 4.4 Table ES-1) are 
also recommended during project construction to reduce the noise levels to the 
extent practicable in order to minimize the impact on nearby sensitive 
receptors.  Based on these considerations, construction noise effects would 
not be considered substantially adverse under NEPA. 

No adverse effects would occur due to construction period noise under the 
proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, Alternative A-1 - 
Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue, and Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, construction noise impacts anticipated under 
any one of the project this alternatives would not be considered adverse.  This 
Each of the project alternatives would include mobility improvements along 
8.7 miles of Wilshire Boulevard.  These improvements include converting 
existing curb lanes to dedicated weekday peak period bus lanes in both the 
eastbound and westbound directions. 

This Under each one of the project alternatives, there would be no conversion 
of the existing curb lanes to bus lanes between Valencia Street and  would be 
truncated at South. Park View Street or from and would neither convert 
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existing curb lanes into bus lanes east to Valencia Street nor from 
approximately 300 feet east of Veteran Avenue to the I-405 northbound 
ramps.  In addition, jut-out removal between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue would not occur under any one of the project this alternatives 
considered.  However, noise impacts from Western Avenue to Fairfax Avenue 
would be extended from Western Avenue to San Vicente Boulevard under each 
of the project alternatives (optional under Alternative A-2)Alternative A.  In 
addition, reconstruction of curb lanes would also occur from the Beverly Hills 
western city limit to Westholme Avenue under Alternative A and from Hoover 
Avenue to Western Avenue under Alternative A-2 (optional subject to funding 
availability).  Similar to the proposed action, construction noise generated by 
any one of these project alternatives Alternative A would be temporary and 
intermittent and would not substantially threaten public health.  The 
construction activities required for Alternative A any one of the project 
alternatives would not occur simultaneously along all segments of the project 
corridor and would be of short-duration, completed in segment by segment 
intervals.  In addition, Alternative A each of the alternatives would be 
required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance, which limits 
construction between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., Mondays through 
Fridays, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays.  Noise control measures 
(Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-4 identified in Section 4.4 Table ES-1) are 
also recommended during project construction to reduce the noise levels to the 
extent practicable in order to minimize the impact on nearby sensitive 
receptors.  Based on these considerations, construction noise effects would 
not be considered substantially adverse under NEPA. 

No adverse effects would occur due to construction period noise under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2. 

Vibration 
No-Project Alternative 
Under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to the Wilshire 
corridor included under the proposed action would not be implemented.  No 
construction activities would take place, and, therefore, no construction-
related vibration would be generated. 

No adverse effects related to construction-related vibration would occur under 
the No Project Alternative. 

Proposed Action 
Construction activities (e.g., breaking of pavement, reconstruction of the 
roadway base, repaving/resurfacing) have the potential to result in a 
temporary minor increase in vibration levels in the project area resulting 
from the short-term use of construction equipment.  Table 7-5 shows 
vibration source levels for different kinds of construction equipment. 
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Table 7.5:  Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment (from measured dataa,b,c,d) 
Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec) Approximate Lv* at 25 feet 

Pile Driver 
(impact) 

Upper range 1.518 112 
Typical 0.644 104 

Pile Driver  
(sonic) 

Upper range 0.734 105 
Typical 0.170 93 

Clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 94 
Hydromill  

(slurry wall) 
In soil 0.008 66 
In rock 0.017 75 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 94 
Hoe Ram 0.089 87 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 
Caisson drilling 0.089 87 
Loaded trucks 0.076 86 
Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Small bulldozer 0.003 58 
* RMS velocity in decibels (VdB) re 1 micro-inch/second 
a D.J. Martin, "Ground Vibrations from Impact Pile Driving during Road Construction," 

Supplementary Report 544, United Kingdom Department of the Environment, Department of 
Transport, Transport and Road Research Laboratory, 1980.  

b  J.F. Wiss, "Vibrations During Construction Operations," Journal of Construction Division, Proc. 
American Society of Civil Engineers, 100, No. CO3, pp. 239 - 246, September 1974.  

c J.F. Wiss, "Damage Effects of Pile Driving Vibrations," Highway Research Record, No. 155, 
Highway Research Board, 1967.  

d David A. Towers, "Ground-borne Vibration from Slurry Wall Trench Excavation for the Central 
Artery/Tunnel Project Using Hydromill Technology," Proc. InterNoise 95, Newport Beach, CA, July 
1995.  

Source: FTA. Traffic Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. 
 

From the equipment listed in the table, the proposed action would likely only 
require the use of pavement rollers, loaded trucks, and possibly jack 
hammers on the project site.  The equipment used for the proposed action 
would generate vibration levels of approximately 0.2 inches per second 
(in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) and less at a distance of 25 feet. 
Groundborne vibration in excess of 0.2 inch PPV would be considered 
adverse.  Since most sensitive receptors are located approximately 40-50 feet 
away from the roadway, vibration levels associated with the project would not 
exceed 0.2 inch PPV and would not be considered adverse. 

In addition, construction activities for the proposed action would be 
temporary and intermittent.  The construction activities required for the 
project would not be required along all segments of the project corridor and 
would be of short-duration, completed in segment by segment intervals. 
Furthermore, construction activities would adhere to best management 
practices (BMPs) per LACMTA’s Construction Specifications, including 
Section 01565 (Construction Noise and Vibration). Therefore, no adverse 
construction vibration effects are anticipated. 
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No adverse effects related to construction-related vibration would occur under 
the proposed action. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, Alternative A-1 - 
Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue, and Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, construction vibration impacts anticipated 
under this any one of the project alternatives would not be considered 
adverse.  This Each one of the project alternatives would include mobility 
improvements along 8.7 miles of  Wilshire Boulevard.  These improvements 
include converting existing curb lanes to dedicated weekday peak period bus 
lanes in both the eastbound and westbound directions. 

Under each one of the project alternatives, there would be no conversion of 
the existing curb lanes to bus lanes between Valencia Street and South Park 
View Street or from approximately 300 feet east of Veteran Avenue to the I-
405 northbound ramps.  This alternative would be truncated at S. Park View 
Street and would not convert existing curb lanes into bus lanes east to 
Valencia Street nor from approximately 300 feet west of Veteran Avenue to 
the I-405 northbound ramps.  In addition, the jut-out removal between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue, one of the activities most likely to 
generate vibration, would not occur under this any one of the project 
alternatives, and, therefore, construction vibration impacts expected from this 
activity would not occur.  Under this alternative, tThere would also be 
additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing from Fairfax Avenue to San 
Vicente Boulevard under Alternatives A and A-2 (optional under Alternative 
A-2) and from the western boundary of the City of Beverly Hills to 
Westholme Avenue (only for Alternative A).  Alternative A-2, which would 
limit the bus lanes to east of the City of Beverly Hills, also includes an option 
for additional curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing from Hoover Avenue to 
Western Avenue. 

No adverse effects related to construction-related vibration would occur under 
Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or Alternative A-2 would occur. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

No Project Alternative 

No adverse effects would occur related to construction; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Proposed Action 

No adverse effects would occur related to construction, with the exception of 
construction traffic.  Traffic disruptions would likely occur and result in adverse 
effects to local traffic circulation.  Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 below 
would ensure that construction-related traffic impacts would be reduced to a level 
that is not considered adverse. 
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C-1 The City and County of Los Angeles shall prepare a traffic 
management plan to facilitate the flow of traffic during construction.  
The plan shall include the following: 

• Implement diversions/detours to facilitate traffic flow throughout 
the construction zones; 

• Implement traffic control devices and flagmen/traffic officers, if 
possible, to maintain traffic flow throughout the construction 
zones; and 

• Implement a public outreach/education program to inform the 
public about the planned construction process and encourage 
motorists to consider alternate travel routes. 

C-2 The City and County of Los Angeles shall develop Worksite Traffic 
Control plans to accommodate required pedestrian and traffic 
movements.  The plan shall include the following: 

• Location of any roadway/lane or sidewalk closure; 

• Traffic detours and haul routes; 

• Hours of operation; 

• Protective devices and warning signs; and 

• Access to abutting properties. 

C-3 The City and County of Los Angeles shall develop a Construction 
Phasing and Staging Plan to minimize the inconvenience to 
businesses and motorists within the construction zones.  The plan 
shall control the impacts of construction in any segment by limiting 
the areas that may be constructed at a particular time. 

Alternative A – Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal, Alternative A-1 - 
Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue, and Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard 

Similar to the proposed action, no adverse effects would occur related to 
construction under Alternative A any one of the project alternatives, with the 
exception of construction traffic.  Traffic disruptions would likely occur and 
result in adverse effects to local traffic circulation.  Mitigation Measures C-1 
through C-3 above would ensure that construction-related traffic impacts 
would be reduced to a level that is not considered adverse. 
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7.3  Statutory Checklist 
Table 7-6 identifies the determinations or compliance for each listed statute, 
executive order or regulation for the proposed action, and Alternative A, 
Alternative A-1 and Alternative A-2. 

Table 7-6:  Statutory Checklist 

Documentation Determinations and Compliance 

Historic Preservation 
[36 CFR 800] 

No effect on historic resources is anticipated (refer to Subsection 7.2.7 above) 
for either the proposed action, Alternative A, Alternative A-1,  or Alternative 
A-2. 

Floodplain Management 
[24 CFR 55, Executive Order 
11988] 

According to the City of Los Angeles General Plan Public Safety Element 
and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and the City of 
Los Angeles NavigateLA website, at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard 
and Wilton Place, the project corridor passes through a two-city block area 
that is within a 500-year flood zone and small areas (less than one city block) 
within the 100-year flood zone at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and 
Mariposa Avenue, and between Commonwealth Avenue and Hoover Street.  
Implementation of the proposed action, Alternative A, Alternative A-1, or 
Alternative A-2action or Alternative A, which would involve improvements to 
an existing transportation corridor already used by buses and other vehicles 
to create peak period bus lanes to accommodate existing buses, would 
neither create nor contribute to flooding that would exceed the storm drain 
system capacity nor impede or redirect flood flow.  No adverse effects related 
to flooding are anticipated (refer to Subsection 7.2.16 above). 

Wetlands Protection 
[Executive Order 11990] 

No wetlands are located in the project corridor or its surrounding area (refer 
to Subsection 7.2.18 above). 

Coastal Zone Management 
Act 
[Sections 307(c), (d)] 

The western end of the project corridor is approximately 2.5 miles east of the 
Pacific Ocean and is not located in a designated coastal zone area (refer to 
Subsection 7.2.17 above). 

Sole Source Aquifers 
[40 CFR 149] 

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the nearest 
designated sole source aquifers (SSA) to the project corridor are the Fresno 
County SSA and the Campo-Cottonwood SSA located in San Diego County 
adjacent to the U.S.-Mexico border.157 

Endangered Species Act 
[50 CFR 402] 

No effect on sensitive biological resources is anticipated. However, in order 
to ensure avoidance of any impacts, particularly for the proposed action 
related to migratory birds, Mitigation Measure BR-1 is required to ensure 
that active nesting sites are not affected during construction activities. (refer 
to Subsection 7.2.18 above). 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
[Sections 7(b), (c)] 

The project corridor is not within one mile of a U.S. Department of Interior, 
National Park Service listed Wild and Scenic River.158  No effect is 
anticipated. 

                                                      
157  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 Water Program, Sole Source Aquifer, 

http://www.epa.gov/region09/water/groundwater/ssa.html, updated March 24, 2008. 
158  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 

http://www.rivers.gov/wildriverslist.html, updated November 22, 2008. 
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Table 7-6:  Statutory Checklist (Continued) 

Documentation Determinations and Compliance 

Air Quality 
[Clean Air Act, Sections 
176(c) and (d), and 40 CFR 6, 
51, 93] 

The project action , Alternative A, Alternative A-1, and Alternative A-2,and 
Alternative A both all qualify for an exemption from the requirement to 
determine conformity.  As such, both neither the proposed action and nor 
the project alternativesAlternative A do not require a project-level conformity 
analysis. 

Farmland Protection Policy 
Act 
[7 CFR 658] 

The project corridor does not include prime or unique farmland.159  No 
effect on agricultural resources is anticipated. 

Environmental Justice 
[Executive Order 12898] 

Neither the proposed action nor the project alternatives nor Alternative A 
would result in any disproportionately high or adverse human health or 
environmental effects.  The construction and operational impacts of the 
proposed action or any one of the project alternatives Alternative A would 
not disproportionately impact minority or low-income groups and, therefore, 
effects related to community disruption and environmental justice are not 
anticipated (refer to Subsection 7.2.14 above). 

Section 4(f) Resources 
[23 CFR Section 771.135] 

Neither the proposed action nor any of the project alternatives would require 
the acquisition of any Section 4(f) properties adjacent to the project 
alignment or require a temporary or permanent easement.  Construction 
activities associated with the project would be minor in scope and involve 
repaving the degraded road surface, restriping traffic lanes, and reducing 
sidewalk widths in certain locations.  These construction activities would not 
impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the properties for 
protection under Section 4(f).  During operation, there would be no changes 
involving access, noise, or visual appearance.  Therefore, there would be no 
constructive use of the Section 4(f) properties.  Accordingly, neither the 
proposed action nor any of the project alternatives would result in direct use, 
temporary occupancy resulting in use, or constructive use of the Section 4(f) 
properties. 

 

                                                      
159  California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Important 

Farmland Categories, available at:  
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/mccu/map_categories.htm, accessed: November 13, 2008.  
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Chapter 8.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program 

CEQA requires agencies that adopt EIRs and mitigated negative declarations 
(MNDs) to take affirmative steps to determine that approved mitigation 
measures are implemented subsequent to project approval. 

Effective January 1, 1989, CEQA was amended to add Section 21081.6, 
implementing Assembly Bill 3180.  As part of CEQA’s (state-mandated) 
environmental review procedures, Section 21081.6 requires a public agency to 
adopt a reporting or monitoring program for assessing and ensuring efficacy 
of any mitigation measures applied to a proposed project.  Specifically, the 
lead or responsible agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for 
mitigation measures incorporated into a project or imposed as conditions of 
approval.  The program must be designed to ensure compliance during 
project implementation.  As stated in Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 
(a) (1): 

The public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring 
program for the changes made to the project or conditions of 
project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.  The reporting or 
monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation.  For those changes which 
have been required or incorporated into the project at the 
request of a responsible agency or a public agency having 
jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by the 
project, that agency shall, if so requested by the lead agency or 
a responsible agency, prepare and submit a proposed 
reporting or monitoring program. 

Assembly Bill 3180 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation 
monitoring and reporting programs (MMRPs).  Specific reporting and/or 
monitoring requirements, which are to be enforced during project 
implementation, shall be defined prior to final approval of the proposal by the 
responsible decision maker(s).  In response to established CEQA 
requirements and those of Assembly Bill 3180 (Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq.), the proposed MMRP for the Wilshire BRT project 
shall be submitted for adoption by the decision makers prior to completion of 
the environmental review process.  LACMTA, LADOT, and the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) will use this MMRP to 
ensure compliance with mitigation measures associated with execution of the 
project. 

Similarly, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) is charged with 
overseeing NEPA’s implementation by federal agencies, including the FTA.  
In January 2011, the CEQ issued a new guidance for federal agencies on the 
appropriate use of mitigation and to clarify the appropriateness of mitigated 
Findings of No Significant Impact (FONSIs) and the importance of 

297



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 8.0 Mitigation Monitoring  
Federal Transit Administration and Reporting Program 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 8-2 April 2011 

monitoring environmental mitigation commitments.  The new guidance 
affirms CEQ’s support for the appropriate use of mitigated FONSIs and 
accordingly amends and supplements previously issued guidance. 

More specifically, the new CEQ guidance establishes a mitigation monitoring 
program that can improve the overall quality of decision-making.  This 
mitigation monitoring program will ensure that mitigation commitments are 
appropriately and effectively documented, implemented, and monitored by 
providing clear documentation of when and how mitigation measures will be 
implemented. 

Under each identified resource, the mitigation measure(s) identified in the 
Revised Final EIR/EA and the implementation and monitoring requirements 
are discussed.  The implementation and monitoring requirements set forth in 
this MMRP are as follows: 

• Party Responsible for Implementation of Mitigation; 

• Implementation Phase; 

• Party Responsible for Monitoring Activity; 

• Monitoring Activity; 

• Monitoring Period; 

• Monitoring Frequency; and 

• Outside Agency Coordination. 

Mitigation is required to address significant or potentially significant 
impact(s) on the following issue areas: 

• Traffic; and 

• Construction. 

Although impact(s) on the following resource areas are expected to be less 
than significant, mitigation is nonetheless proposed to ensure that any 
potential impact(s) remain less than significant:  

• Air Quality; and 

• Noise. 

Table 8-1 presents the MMRP for the project under either Alternative A-1 – 
Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue or Alternative A-2 – Truncated Project with Bus 
Lanes from South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard. 
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Table 8-1:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

Party 
Implementation 

Phase 
Monitoring 

Party 
Monitoring 

Activity 

Monitoring 
Period/ 

Frequency 

Outside 
Agency 

Coordination 

Traffic 

T-1: 

• Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (for 
Alternative A-1 only) – The traffic signal at 
this intersection shall be modified to 
include a westbound “Protected plus 
Permitted” phase.  By adding a “protected” 
left-turn phasing (a left-turn arrow), traffic 
operations can be improved and delay 
reduced, and the project impact at this 
location would be eliminated. 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica 
Boulevard (for Alternative A-1 only) – The 
southbound approach shall be restriped to 
add a second left-turn lane, and the 
southbound left-turn signal phasing shall 
be modified to “Protected” phasing.  By 
adding a “protected” left-turn phasing, 
traffic operations can be improved and 
delay reduced, and the project impact at 
this location would be eliminated. 

• Bundy Drive/Olympic Boulevard (for 
Alternative A-2 only) – The southbound 
approach shall be re-striped to add a second 
left-turn lane.  An additional signal head 
shall be installed as required. 

• Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard – The 
traffic signal phasing shall be modified to 
improve efficiency, and an Adaptive Traffic 
Control System (ATCS) shall be installed at 
eight intersections on Olympic Boulevard 
between Fairfax Avenue and La Brea 
Avenue.  The ATCS is a personal 
computer-based program that provides a 
fully responsive method to accommodate 
real-time (actual) traffic conditions.  The  

LADOT Prior to project 
operation 

LADOT •  Check plans 
for intersection 
reconfiguration 

•  Check that 
mitigation 
measures are 
implemented 

 

Once at 
completion of 
construction 
and prior to 
project 
operation 

None 
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Table 8-1:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Continued) 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

Party 
Implementation 

Phase 
Monitoring 

Party 
Monitoring 

Activity 

Monitoring 
Period/ 

Frequency 

Outside 
Agency 

Coordination 

Traffic (Continued) 
expected benefit to traffic flow is a 
reduction in the volume-to-capacity (V/C) 
ratio of 0.03 at the eight upgraded 
intersections, which corresponds to a 7.5 
second reduction in overall intersection 
delay. 

• La Brea Avenue/Olympic Boulevard – The 
traffic signal shall be modified to include 
an eastbound “Protected plus Permitted” 
phase.  By adding a “Protected plus 
Permitted” left-turn phasing for heavy 
turning movements, traffic operations can 
be improved and delay reduced, and the 
project impact at this location would be 
eliminated. 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard – 
ATCS shall be installed at six intersections 
along Olympic Boulevard between La Brea 
Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard.  The 
expected benefit to traffic flow is a 
reduction in the volume-to-capacity (V/C) 
ratio of 0.03 at the six upgraded 
intersections, which corresponds to a 7.5 
second reduction in overall intersection 
delay. 

      

Air Quality 

AQ-1:  To the extent applicable and practicable, 
minimize, reuse, and recycle construction-
related waste. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACPDW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 
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Table 8-1:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Continued) 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

Party 
Implementation 

Phase 
Monitoring 

Party 
Monitoring 

Activity 

Monitoring 
Period/ 

Frequency 

Outside 
Agency 

Coordination 

Air Quality (Continued) 
AQ-2:  Minimize grading, earth-moving, and 
other energy-intensive construction practices. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACPDW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

AQ-3:  To the extent applicable and practicable, 
replacement trees or landscaping shall be 
provided.  

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

AQ-4:  To the extent applicable and practicable, 
use solar power or electricity from power poles 
rather than temporary diesel power generators. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

Noise 

N-1:  To the extent applicable, practicable, and 
feasible, all noise-producing construction 
equipment and vehicles using internal 
combustion engines shall be equipped with 
mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate, 
and any other shrouds, shields, or other noise-
reducing features in good operating condition 
that meet or exceed original factory 
specification.  Mobile or fixed “package” 
equipment (e.g., arc-welders, air compressors) 
may be equipped with shrouds and noise 
control features that are readily available for 
that type of equipment. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 
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Table 8-1:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Continued) 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

Party 
Implementation 

Phase 
Monitoring 

Party 
Monitoring 

Activity 

Monitoring 
Period/ 

Frequency 

Outside 
Agency 

Coordination 

Noise (Continued) 

N-2:  To the extent applicable, practicable, and 
feasible, electrically powered equipment shall 
be used instead of pneumatic or internal 
combustion powered equipment. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

N-3:  The use of noise-producing signals, 
including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, 
shall be for safety warning purposes only. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

N-4:  No project-related public address or music 
system shall be audible at any adjacent 
receptor. 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that 
mitigation 
measure is 
carried out by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

Construction 

C-1:  The City and County of Los Angeles shall 
prepare a traffic management plan to facilitate 
the flow of traffic during construction.  The 
plan shall include the following: 
• Implement diversions/detours to facilitate 

traffic flow throughout the construction 
zones; 

• Implement traffic control devices and 
flagmen/traffic officers, if possible, to 
maintain traffic flow throughout the 
construction zones; and 

• Implement a public outreach/education 
program to inform the public about the  

LACMTA, 
LADOT, and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that a 
traffic 
mitigation plan 
is completed 
and 
implemented 
by construction 
team/ 
contractor 

• Public 
outreach/ 
education 
program to be 
implemented 
by City and 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 
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Table 8-1:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Continued) 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

Party 
Implementation 

Phase 
Monitoring 

Party 
Monitoring 

Activity 

Monitoring 
Period/ 

Frequency 

Outside 
Agency 

Coordination 

Construction (Continued) 

planned construction process and encourage 
motorists to consider alternate travel routes. 

   County of Los 
Angeles 

  

C-2:  The City and County of Los Angeles shall 
develop Worksite Traffic Control plans to 
accommodate required pedestrian and traffic 
movements.  The plan shall include the 
following: 

• Location of any roadway/lane or sidewalk 
closure; 

• Traffic detours and haul routes; 

• Hours of operation; 

• Protective devices and warning signs; and 

• Access to abutting properties. 

LADOT, and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that a 
worksite traffic 
control plan is 
completed and 
implemented by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

C-3:  The City and County of Los Angeles shall 
develop a Construction Phasing and Staging 
Plan to minimize the inconvenience to 
businesses and motorists within the 
construction zones.  The plan shall control the 
impacts of construction in any segment by 
limiting the areas that may be constructed at a 
particular time. 

LADOT, and 
LACDPW 

During project 
construction 

LADOT and 
LACDPW 

• Ensure that a 
construction 
phasing and 
staging plan is 
completed and 
implemented by 
construction 
team/ 
contractor 

Throughout 
project 
construction 

None 

 

303



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 8.0 Mitigation Monitoring  
Federal Transit Administration and Reporting Program 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 8-8 April 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page left intentionally blank 

 

 

304



Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 9-1 April 2011 

Chapter 9.0 List of Preparers 

9.1 Public Agencies 

CEQA Lead Agency 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
 

Martha Butler, Project Manager 
Brad McAllester, Executive Officer, Long Range Planning and Coordination 
Michael Richmai, Transportation Planning Manager 
Carl Ripaldi, Principal Environmental Specialist 
Jody Feerst-Litvak, Community Relations Manager 

NEPA Lead Agency 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 
888 S Figueroa, Suite 1850 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

 
Ray Tellis, Senior Transportation Program Specialist 
Mary Nguyen, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Ray Sukys, Director of Planning and Program Development 
Elizabeth Zelasko, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Jonathan Klein, Transportation Program Specialist 

Responsible Agencies 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
100 S. Main St., 10th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012  

 
Susan Bok, AICP, Supervising Transportation Planner 
Kang Hu, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer 

 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
Programs Development Division 
900 S. Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 
 

Josephine Gutierrez, Senior Civil Engineer 
Waqas Rehman, Principal Civil Engineering Assistant 

305



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chapter 9.0 List of Preparers 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 9-2 April 2011 

9.2 Consultants 

Lead Consultant 

ICF International 
811 W. 7th Street, Suite 800 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

 
Lee Lisecki, Project Director 
Madonna Marcelo, Project Manager 
Gabriel Olson, Deputy Project Manager 
Mike Greene, Senior Technical Analyst – Noise 
Mario Anaya, Environmental Planner – Noise 
Hina Gupta, Environmental Planner – Community Impact Assessment/ 
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Tamseel Mir, Environmental Planner 
Keith Cooper, Senior Technical Analyst – Air Quality 
Victor Ortiz, Environmental Planner – Air Quality 
Cate Wood, Archaeologist 
Elizabeth Hilton, Architectural Historian 
Peter Moruzzi, Senior Architectural Historian 
Jonathan Riker, Environmental Counsel 
Namrata Belliappa, GIS/Graphics Specialist 
John Mathias, Technical Editor 

Traffic Consultant 

Iteris, Inc. 
707 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 4810 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 

Steven Greene, Associate Vice President, Project Manager 
Michael Meyer, Vice President, Western Region – Planning 
Deepak Kaushik, Transportation Engineer 

Public Outreach Consultant 

The Robert Group 
3108 Los Feliz Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90039-1507 
(323) 669-9100  
 

Christine Robert, President 
Ginny-Marie Brideau, Project Manager 
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Written Comments 
Numerous comments were submitted during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA that addressed the same issues/topics.  Accordingly, master 
responses were prepared and presented in Chapter 3.0 of the Revised Final 
EIR/EA.  As appropriate, some of the specific responses presented below 
refer to these master responses for further discussion and explanation.  
Master responses were intended to provide a single, consistent response to 
multiple comments or questions that were submitted on the same topic. 

Subsequent to the release of the Final EIR/EA in November 2010, the 
LACMTA Board of Directors, in its December 2010 meeting, directed staff to 
study an additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes 
by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue.  This alternative is 
considered a refinement to Alternative A and, as such, is referred to in the 
Revised Final EIR/EA as Alternative A-1.  In addition, on February 2, 2011, 
the Los Angeles City Council requested that staff also include a second 
additional alternative that would further reduce the length of the bus lanes 
west of The City of Beverly Hills so that the bus lanes would only extend from 
South Park View Street to San Vicente Boulevard.  This second additional 
alternative is a further refinement to Alternative A and is referred to in 
Revised Final EIR/EA as Alternative A-2.  The Revised Final EIR/EA focused 
on the addition of these refinements to Alternative A and changes to the 
previous responses to comments as a result of these additions, as shown in 
Chapter 3.0 of the Revised Final EIR/EA and the following individual 
responses to comments. 

The written comments have been arranged in alphabetical order by 
commenter.  Each letter is identified by a number, and each relevant 
comment within the letter is also assigned a number.  The responses to each 
of these comments follow each comment letter and are numbered 
correspondingly (i.e., response to the first comment in Letter 1 is numbered 
Response to Comment No. 1-1, response to the second comment in Letter 1 
is Response to Comment No. 1-2, etc.). 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 1 
Adelman, Charles 

Response to Comment No. 1-1 

Areas of Wilshire Boulevard have deteriorated to the point that many buses 
and vehicles avoid traveling in the curb lanes within these segments because 
of the poor and uneven pavement conditions.  The reconstruction/repaving of 
curb lanes along segments of Wilshire Boulevard would allow both transit 
vehicles and motorists a more comfortable and safer ride.  It would have a 
very important benefit to transit as the improvements would help keep buses 
moving along the corridor without the need to slow down significantly for 
large potholes, improve safety by reducing the need for buses to change lanes, 
avoid damage to transit vehicles, and provide our customers with a much 
more pleasant transit experience.  The reconstuction/repaving of the cub 
lanes would also mean the curb lanes would be better utilized.  This 
improvement, in combination with the other project improvements, would 
assure the corridor’s immediate and long-term success as a major bus transit 
facility. 

As a public street, Wilshire Boulevard would be maintained by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works using any funds that are available.  As a 
street with a federal designation, it is eligible for many state, federal, and local 
funds, as well as the City's general fund. 

Response to Comment No. 1-2 

Buses are scheduled on every corridor, including Wilshire Boulevard, to meet 
passenger demand.  The implementation of bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
would not only help reduce passenger travel times, but, most importantly, the 
improved travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to the 
separation of the bus lanes from mixed-flow traffic.  These improved travel 
times and consistencies would allow for improved operating efficiency and 
the ability to provide more trips without the need to increase the existing fleet 
size. 

Response to Comment No. 1-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 1-4 

Both Metro Rapid and local buses would primarily operate in the bus lanes 
during peak hours.  However, Metro Rapid buses would be permitted to use 
the other lanes to pass local buses.  A review of bus schedules found that 
most Metro Rapid buses pass only a few local buses in the area in which the 
bus lanes would be implemented.  Although these lanes may have a slightly 
higher density of passenger vehicles than under existing conditions, it is 
expected that Metro Rapid buses would be able to access those lanes, as 
needed, to pass local buses. 
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Response to Comment No. 1-5 

One of the goals of the project is to “improve traffic flow along Wilshire 
Boulevard.”  The proposed project includes the reconstruction of the curb 
lanes for a substantial portion of the corridor. With implementation of the 
proposed project, buses would be instructed to use the curb lanes except to 
pass.  Currently, buses use all of the lanes.  By concentrating the buses in the 
curb lanes during peak hours, traffic flow would be improved because buses 
would not make as many lane changes that are disruptive to the overall flow 
of traffic.  The proposed project also includes upgrades to the existing transit 
signal priority system  on Wilshire Boulevard.  These upgrades would extend 
the green indication for all vehicles on Wilshire Boulevard when a bus 
approaches an intersection, resulting in fewer stops by buses that impede 
traffic flow.  The proposed project also includes widening Wilshire Boulevard 
between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue to create a new eastbound 
bus lane.  This additional capacity would improve traffic flow in this area.  
The proposed project would also lengthen the left-turn pocket at Sepulveda 
Boulevard for traffic making a left-turn from eastbound Wilshire Boulevard to 
northbound Sepulveda Boulevard.  Currently, that traffic often blocks one of 
the through lanes.  By eliminating this spillover from the left-turn pocket, the 
proposed project would improve traffic flow. 

In addition, the Draft EIR/EA acknowledged that the proposed project would 
result in unacceptable levels of service and exceed local criteria for 
determining traffic impacts as a result of increased delays at 18 of 74 studied 
intersections in 2012 and 19 of 74 intersections in 2020.  Most of the delays 
would be 15 seconds or less, but because the intersections are already 
operating at unacceptable levels of service, the established local threshold is 
very low and triggers a significant local impact resulting from delays as low as 
2.5 seconds.  The proposed project would include Mitigation Measure T-1 to 
reduce or avoid these impacts.  After mitigation, significant and unavoidable 
impacts would remain at 8 of 74 intersections in 2012 and 9 of 74 
intersections in 2020.  However, delays of over 15 seconds would occur at 
only 3 of the 74 intersections in 2012 and at only 2 of 74 intersections in 2020. 

Beyond the Wilshire corridor, the proposed project would be expected to 
result in a beneficial effect on traffic in the metropolitan Los Angeles, 
particularly within the Mid-City and Westside areas through the increased 
efficiency and public utilization of the Wilshire BRT system. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 4:43 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Rich 
Last Name:  Alossi 
Email:      alossix@gmail.com 
Phone:      213‐235‐7968 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I work on the Wilshire Corridor and would heartily support the Wilshire BRT project.  I'd 
also use it daily. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2 
Alossi, Rich 

Response to Comment No. 2-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Rodolfo Alvarez [alvarez@soc.ucla.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 1:19 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Build Terminal ASAP

 
 
What is delay in starting construction of subway‐light rail‐bus terminal at the old Sears 
Tire Center, Fourth & Colorado, in Santa Monica?  Construction should start ASAP, as much for 
moving people back and forth between residence and employment as for stimulating the local 
economic recovery.   
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-10 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3 
Alvarez, Rodolfo 

Response to Comment No. 3-1 

This comment is related to the Exposition Light Rail Project and the Westside 
Subway Extension Project and is not relevant to the Wilshire BRT project.  As 
this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the adequacy 
of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Michele Appel [micheleappel@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:39 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: EIR, Alternative A, and Wilshire Bus-Only

To whom it may concern, 
  
I am an Angeleno who rides a bicycle as my main form of transportation.  I am encouraged by recent measures 
to improve the quality of life in Los Angeles by facilitating healthier transportation infrastructure.  I would like 
to show my support here specifically for: 
  
1.  The findings of the draft EIR.  

2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. 
Amend the proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project where the Westlake/Alvarado 
community resides.  

And, 
  
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project.  
  
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments and for all the work you do on our behalf. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Michele Appel 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-12 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 4 
Appel, Michele 

Response to Comment No. 4-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 10:37 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Elena 
Last Name:  Astilleros 
Email:      elena.astilleros@gmail.com 
Phone:      (213) 631‐0306 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Hi! 
I'm always a HUGE supporter of public transportation and creative solutions to 
transportation.  
We all know how important getting people around the city of Los Angeles is, and also how 
important reducing pollution and leaving a more sustainable footprint on our world.  
So, thank you for working on one of the most influential public transit agencies in the 
world.  
Now, going down to business.  
I support the findings of the draft EIR as well as the adoption of alternative A, with the 
modification the BRU has proposed.  
I truly support the immediate action of making the bus only lanes real.   
Again, back to the environment ‐ I don't think I need to bang you too much over the head 
saying our current world situation requires urgent changes, so, instead, I'll say this:  
I'm EXCITED.  I'm excited to see that there are real simple solutions that we can act upon 
almost immediately. These solutions do not require intense investment to build something 
*else* but instead take what we have and make it more sustainable.  
I'm excited that a bus only lane on wilshire is just the start! 
I'm excited that this is a truly possible way we could have public transit throughout the 
city.  
I'm excited that if this takes off, you would consider implementing bus only lanes around the 
city.  
I'm excited that being on the bus puts you face to face with many more people.  
I'm excited because people who take buses do not get road rage.  
I'm excited because its easier to smile at a person who is next to you.  
I'm excited because public transportation is easier.  
I'm excited because we could really do something cool that all the bloggers would write cool 
ironic posts about.  
I'm excited cus those bloggers would be riding the bus while writing their cool ironic posts. 
But most of all.  
I'm excited because its real, its here and its now.   
We can do something for the environment.  
We can reduce our dependence on oil.  
We can reduce our time spent in the isolation in a car.  
We can increase the time spent in a book or reading the newspaper or in conversation with the 
person next to us.  
It would be great to see it implemented soon on Wilshire.  
Thank you! 
Elena Astilleros 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-14 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 5 
Astilleros, Elena 

Response to Comment No. 5-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A.
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Subject: Wilshire BRT lane 
Date: Saturday, July 10, 2010 10:26 PM 
From: Jonathan Astmann <jonastmann@gmail.com> 
To: Wilshire BRT wilshirebrt@metro.net 
 

I am a Los Angeles resident and I am writing about a matter of great importance and urgency to 
me.  I support the proposed creation of dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard.   
 
1. I support the findings of the draft EIR. 
 
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the proposal to 
include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides. 
 
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project. 

 
The City of Los Angeles must improve its public and alternative transportation options.   This is the 
most effective weapon the City of Los Angeles has against its urgent traffic problems.  Maintaining 
the current status quo would be short-sighted.  The city of Curitiba, Brazil proves that bus rapid 
transit is a cost effective way to achieve remarkably rapid transportation. 
 
I also support the use of the proposed Wilshire BRT lane for bicyclists as well.  Los Angeles is relatively 
flat and its climate is relatively mild.  If it builds a network of bicycle lanes, those lanes will be used.  I 
am a high-mileage bicycle rider.  For example, I bicycle ten miles between my job downtown and 
my home in Pico-Robertson.  So I speak from experience.  As we all know, Los Angeles is a relatively 
uncomfortable city in which to bicycle commute in due to its "zoomy" streets and high traffic 
volume.  The exception is dedicated bicycle lanes, which are a pleasure to ride in.   Here I must 
make an important designation.  Simply designating a road as a bicycle route -- for example with 
"bicycle route" signs -- does very little to change the bicyclist's experience.  Dedicated lanes are 
vastly better.   
 
There is no single continuous bicycle lane between downtown and the west side.  My commute 
gives me anxiety and is constantly dangerous except for the brief portion that coincides with the 
Venice Blvd bicycle lane.  However, like so many other bicycle lanes in Los Angeles, the Venice Blvd 
lane inexplicably ends, in this particular case at Crenshaw Blvd.  The city's bicycle lanes are short 
stubs scattered through the city.  However they should be long, strait and interconnecting.  They 
are apparently designed for leisurely rides within one's neighborhood.  However they should be 
designed for actually getting around the city.   
 
The fact that there is no bicycle lane between downtown and the west side is is an exasperating 
example of the City of Los Angeles' relatively weak provision for public and alternative 
transportation.  It is especially shameful when contrasted against the numerous bicycle lanes in the 
City of Santa Monica.  The City of Los Angeles so desperately needs a  contiguous bicycle lane 
between downtown and the West Side.  I don't care if it's on Third Street, Wilshire Blvd, Olympic Blvd, 
Pico Blvd, Venice Blvd or Washington Blvd.  It must be built.  And now we finally have the 
opportunity in the Wilshire BRT lane!  This opportunity must NOT be squandered.  Bicycles must be 
allowed in the Wilshire BRT lane, so long as they yield to buses. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonathan Astmann 
UCLA Anderson MBA Class of 2011!
1142 S Sherbourne Dr #1!
Los Angeles, CA 90035!
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-16 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 6 
Astmann, Jonathan 

Response to Comment No. 6-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. 6-2 

Comment noted; bicycles would be allowed to operate in the bus lanes. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-18 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 7 
Bahadori, Hamid, PE, TE, PTOE 
Principal Transportation Engineer 
Automobile Club of Southern California 

Response to Comment No. 7-1 

This commenter supports efficient projects; the comment has been noted and 
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 7-2 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending  recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City 
Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  However, at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to 
study an additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes 
by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the 
Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now 
considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to Alternative A 
and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Currently, there are approximately 5,040 daily boardings and 4,894 daily 
alightings on Metro Rapid line 720 along Wilshire Boulevard between Park 
View Street and Centinela Avenue during the a.m. peak hours.  There are also 
approximately 6,562 daily boardings and 6,911 daily alightings during the 
p.m. peak hours.  These numbers reflect the amount of activity on Wilshire 
Boulevard within the project limits and hours of the proposed bus lanes and 
do not include those bus passengers traveling through the project limits who 
would also benefit from the bus lanes.  In addition, Local Line 20 and Santa 
Monica Big Blue Bus would benefit from using the bus lanes.  Local Line 20 
has approximately 2,535 daily boardings and 2,418 daily alightings within the 
project limits during the a.m. peak hours.  There are also approximately 4,037 
daily boardings and 4,250 daily alightings in this same segment during the 
p.m. peak hours. 

Currently, it can take buses approximately 48 to 52 minutes on Metro Rapid 
Line 720 to travel within the project limits in the a.m. peak.  It can take 
approximately 48 to 65 minutes during the p.m. peak.  Not only would the 
bus lanes help improve bus travel times but, more importantly, service 
reliability would be improved as well since travel times would remain 
relatively constant over time due to the bus lanes' separation from mixed-flow 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-19 April 2011 

traffic.  The bus lanes would also benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid Line 720 during peak hours. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Joanna Baker [josuperstar@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 8:49 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Wilshire BRT

To Whom It May Concern; 
 
My opinion is that this project will be a complete waste of time, money, and resources. Devoting all of this to a 
bus route that will probably only be a few minutes faster than it is now seems crazy. I think all of the resources 
of the Metro should be going to building the subway to the westside and to creating future subway lines that are 
free and clear of traffic and that can have predictable transit times. The rest of the projects are just short term 
attempts to make it look like things are getting better. It's time to focus on the long term and to really create a 
good public transit system in Los Angeles.  
 
Thank you, 
Joanna Baker  
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-22 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8 
Baker, Joana 

Response to Comment No. 8-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 14, 2010

Fname

David

File Name

barboza.David.061410

Summary

Supports the project.  Would like to see Wilshire Boulevard repaved.

Email Address

dbarboza@usc.edu

LName

Barboza

Org

Comment

I am writing to express my STRONG SUPPORT for the Wilshire BRT project.
It is about time we took major transit corridors like Wilshire and prioritized them for the use of buses. If we're serious about beating LA's car 
addiction we'll need this and more projects like it ASAP.
There may be some delay for single occupancy vehicles and loss of on-street parking, but in the grand scheme of things that's a SMALL 
PRICE TO PAY for such a tremendous upgrade to the transit service along Wilshire.
We need BRT, we need Wilshire to be re-paved for a smooth ride, and we need the subway! Keep going with this! Green transportation should 
have priority!
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-24 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 9 
Barboza, David 

Response to Comment No. 9-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 11:24 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: David 
Last Name:  Barboza 
Email:      dejaybe@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I am writing to support the concept of bus only lanes on Wilshire. This is a bold idea whose 
time has come. You'll doubtless get some push‐back on this, but hold firm as best you can. 
 
To really make transit work, we can't be squeamish about taking space away from cars 
sometimes. 
 
Congratulations on your accomplishments thus far, and good luck! 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-26 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 10 
Barboza, David 

Response to Comment No. 10-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

334



Format

email

Date

Jun 20, 2010

Fname

Ian

File Name

barnard.ian.062010

Summary

Supports the project.  Would like to see Wilshire Boulevard repaved..

Email Address

ibarnard@sbcglobal.net

LName

Barnard

Org

Comment

The proposed dedicated bus lane is an excellent idea. I just wish this dedicated bus lane would run the complete length of Wilshire Blvd., and 
would be in effect 24 hours a day. Given the world environmental crisis, it's crucial that Los Angeles takes a leadership role in encouraging 
and facilitating the use of clean, efficient public transportation. The dedicated bus lane would make bus travel along Wilshire Blvd. more 
efficient, and might even encourage automobile drivers to take the bus when these drivers are stuck in traffic alongside buses moving quickly 
through the dedicated lane. Hopefully the city of Beverly Hills will also see the benefits of the proposed lane, and will agree to the expansion 
of the project across the entire length of Wilshire Blvd.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-28 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 11 
Barnard, Ian 

Response to Comment No. 11-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Lynne Binder [lbinder@prula.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 8:32 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: BRT

We favor “No Project” for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon Ave. 
Traffic moves just fine in that area and your proposal would only make it dangerous and clog up traffic. 
The Binders 
10360 Rochester Ave. 
LA 90024 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-30 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 12 
Binder, Lynne 

Response to Comment No. 12-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a 
refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  
Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as 
Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Constance Boukidis [constanceellen@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 6:29 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: jreichmann@comstockhills.com
Subject: Wilshire BRT DEIR Comments
Attachments: 2001Wilshire Blvd EIR.pdf

 Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) DEIR Comments  July 20, 2010 

To:          Martha Butler, Project Manager   LA County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

From:     Constance Boukidis 

1545 Ensley Avenue 

Los Angeles, Ca. 90024 

constanceellen@sbcglobal.net 

  
As a lifelong Westwood resident, with respect to dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard during peak 
traffic hours, I support NO PROJECT between Comstock and Glendon Avenues (the ONLY residential 
corridor in proposed BRT project) for the following reasons: 
  
1.  WESTWOOD RESIDENTS ON WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AND IN ADJACENT 
NEIGHBORHOODS HAVE REPEATEDLY VOICED THEIR OPPOSITION TO BRT PROJECT 
BETWEEN COMSTOCK AND GLENDON:  In the 2001 Final EIR re Wilshire BRT Project Executive 
Summary (2001 FEIR), the MTA Board repeatedly took the position that "any dedicated bus lanes should not 
be implemented as a component of the project unless approved by the local City or County jurisdiction."  See 
Pages 1, 3, 9, 16, and 17, 2001 Wilshire Blvd EIR attached above.  Local Westwood residents have voiced their 
disapproval of the implementation of dedicated bus lanes between Comstock and Glendon Avenues, therefore 
NO PROJECT in this segment.  
  
2.  IF IT AIN'T BROKE, DON'T FIX IT - CONDO CANYON ALREADY HAS FASTEST 
TRAVELTIMES ALONG ENTIRE WILSHIRE CORRIDOR:  "The area between the city of Beverly 
Hills, the Los Angeles Country Club and Westwood Boulevard, commonly referred to as ‘Condo Canyon,’ have 
the fastest travel times of any segment along the [Wilshire] corridor."  Page 28, 2001 FEIR.   
  
Further,  "[t]his segment of Wilshire Boulevard [between Comstock and Selby] is the only 
segment of Wilshire Boulevard in which transit buses do not experience delay due to traffic 
congestion and therefore no significant benefit was felt to exist from the dedicated transit 
lanes. Following review of transit speeds, MTA staff concurs with the residents’ position and 
is therefore not recommending any further consideration of dedicated transit lanes in this 
segment of the boulevard. Buses in this area are recommended to run in mixed flow 
traffic." Page 4, 2001 FEIR.   
  
Implementing dedicated bus lanes in Comstock/Glendon segment is a costly waste of City/Federal funds with 
no apparent benefits.  Given the already high travel times and lack of delays/congestion during peak traffic 
hours, no justification exists.  Traffic delays for automobiles will increase substantially on Wilshire in the 
Comstock/Glendon segment if two lanes are replaced with dedicated bus lanes.  Two bus lines (720 & 920) will 
travel in mixed-flow lanes, thus adding to their increased congestion.  Traffic will idle and gridlock, thus 
creating problems that currently do not exist.   
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3.  NO EVIDENCE THAT CONVERTING COMSTOCK/GLENDON SEGMENT TO DEDICATED 
BUS LANES WILL "improve bus passenger travel times, service reliability, and ridership of existing 
BRT system and encourage shift from auto to bus" as stated in Metro's Notice of Preparation of EIR dated 
9/23/09.   The bus-passenger travel times and service reliability are likely already at their maximum in this 
1.24 mile Comstock/Glendon segment.  See Chart, Page 28, 2001 FEIR.  DASH buses would encourage 
Westwood's local residents to get out of their cars.  As long as Beverly Hills and Santa Monica are exempted, 
this is a band aid on West Los Angeles commuting problems. 
  
4.  DEDICATED BUS LANES WILL DRIVE TRAFFIC INTO ALREADY OVERCROWDED 
RESIDENTIAL STREETS  LIKE BEVERLY GLEN, OHIO, WESTHOLME, AND SELBY, upon all of 
which schools are located.  Seven significantly impacted intersections in our community cannot be mitigated 
and likely will be worsened.  The inability to mitigate a currently severely impacted intersection does not justify 
further worsening the impact. 
  
5.  MUST CONSIDER SAFETY, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES:  
Crossing and/or walking along Wilshire Boulevard in the Comstock/Glendon segment will be even more 
harrowing.  Narrower sidewalks will make it even more dangerous for pedestrians and their children, pets, 
elderly and handicapped.  Currently, buses traveling at accelerated speeds make it dangerous for 
pedestrians crossing Wilshire at Comstock to walk to Holmby Park.  Many pedestrians cross Wilshire at 
Beverly Glen to attend synagogues.  It would also pose an extreme danger to cyclists. 
  
If speeds go higher (30 MPH or more according to Chart on Page 28, 2001 FEIR) then how will these higher 
rates of speed reconcile with the schools located at Wilshire and Beverly Glen/Warner and east of Glendon?   
  
On the other hand, since at least 35 Wilshire buildings in this Comstock/Glendon segment only have access via 
Wilshire, what evidence exists that residents, visitors, and deliveries entering and exiting these buildings in this 
segment will not slow the buses down, not to mention the attendant safety hazards involved.  Money is better 
spent elsewhere. 
  
Removal of parking spaces on Wilshire (almost 100) and loss of delivery access during peak hours will cause 
severe problems for residents, schools, hotels, churches, synagogues, and other businesses.  
  
Removal of mature trees will significantly impact air and life quality, and will remove natural traffic noise 
barriers.  
  
Increased noise and vibration impacts will occur from buses running closer to residential highrises.  
  
For these reasons, I strongly urge you to drop the BRT Project between Comstock and Glendon Avenues in 
Westwood. 
  
Very truly yours, 
Constance Boukidis 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-33 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 13 
Boukidis, Constance 

Response to Comment No. 13-1 

Thank you for noting the history of public comments on this project.  Please 
refer to Master Comment No. 9 for information on the differences between 
this and project studies in 2001. 

Response to Comment No. 13-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement to Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 13-3 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 13-2 for 
further discussion regarding the conversion of the segment between 
Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 13-4 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA conclude that the proposed project would not 
have an impact at study intersections on Beverly Glen Boulevard and that 
Alternative A would have a significant impact at the intersection of Beverly 
Glen Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard.  It is anticipated that some 
traffic that would have used Wilshire Boulevard in the absence of the project 
would divert to parallel arterials, such as Santa Monica Boulevard.  Beverly 
Glen Boulevard, Ohio Avenue, and Westholme Avenue are all collector or 
higher classification roadways; they are not classified as local residential 
streets.  Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how 
study intersections on these streets were identified.  Selby Avenue is a local 
residential street.  Since all study intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the 
vicinity of Selby Avenue are expected to continue to operate at Level of Service 
D, there is little reason to expect that traffic would use Selby Avenue to seek 
an alternative east-west route.  The comment correctly notes that the Draft 
EIR/EA and the TIA identify some intersections at which the project would 
have a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. 
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Response to Comment No. 13-5 

The proposed project would not narrow the sidewalks in the Comstock 
Avenue/Glendon Avenue area.  Sidewalks would only be narrowed between 
Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue.  In the area where sidewalks would 
be narrowed, they would be designed according to City and County of Los 
Angeles standards.  Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding 
pedestrian safety, Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue, and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 

Response to Comment No. 13-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 

Response to Comment No. 13-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 

Response to Comment No. 13-8 

Please refer to Master Response No. 18 regarding noise and vibration impacts 
from buses running closer to residential structures. 

Response to Comment No. 13-9 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted.   and 
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration.However, in consideration of comments and direction received 
at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to 
this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to 
Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-
1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:27 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Sumiko 
Last Name:  Braun 
Email:      sumiko.braun@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I support the findings of the draft EIR.  
 
I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor 
amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project 
where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides.  
 
I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 14 
Braun, Sumiko 

Response to Comment No. 14-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Chris Brooks [burgerhappy@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2010 2:42 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Please oppose a Wilshire BRT from Comstock to Glendon Avenues

Attention Martha Butler: 
 
As residents of Comstock Hills we are writing to urge you not to support the implementation of a dedicated bus 
lane along the Wilshire corridor.  Data from the 2001 traffic study indicates that there would be "no significant 
benefit" as buses along this section of the Wilshire corridor don't experience delays due to congestion. 
 Reducing the lanes available for general usage would only increase traffic, pollution and overflow into the 
surrounding community making the effort not only without merit but decidedly negative. Thank you for your 
consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christopher and Amanda Brooks 
 
1410 Comstock Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-38 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 15 
Brooks, Christopher and Amanda 

Response to Comment No. 15-1 

These commenters oppose the proposed project; the comment has been 
noted.  In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA 
Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement to Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  

Please refer to Master Response No. 9 for a discussion of the applicability of 
the previous Final EIR prepared for the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor 
Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project. 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-40 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 16 
Brown, Charlotte 

Response to Comment No. 16-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a 
refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  
Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as 
Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Jerome Brown, M.D.
10350 Wilshire Blvd. #1003

Los Angeles, CA 90024

July 25, 2010

Re: Wilshire BR T project

I strongly oppose any BRT project or alternative in the Westwood area
which includes removal of jutouts or imposition of a bus only lane. I am an
individual property owner in Westwood, President of the Diplomat Condominium
Association at 10350 Wilshire Blvd., a recently elected Board member ofthe new
Westwood Neighborhood Council, and the acting Treasurer of the Westwood
Community Council.

I wish to make some general observations about the process which is taking
place. I attended prior meetings about the proposed BRT project, during which
time numerous questions were asked of MTA speakers. Often, the answer was to
the effect that "we don't know," that someone not in attendance would get the
answer for us, or that the answers would be forthcoming. To date, many questions
asked have never been answered, including those asked of the Project Manager,
Martha Butler, at an open Westwood Community Council meeting July 20, 2010.
MTA has had years to prepare and the likelihood that a full EIR would be needed
did not suddenly arise! Inability and/or unwillingness to provide answers is
unforgivable.

The following unanswered questions were posed timely by me October 21,
2009 to MTA in response to MTA's request for input in preparation ofthe DETR.
They must be responded to, not acknowledged as having been received.
Tabulation in spread sheet format as was done in the recently released DEIR is
not an acceptable response.

1. What data and assumptions have changed about average speeds in the
Wilshire corridor condo canyon area since the 2002 environmental impact
report by MTA which stated that this was the fastest moving portion of
Wilshire corridor for vehicular traffic and that accordingly consideration of a
bus only lane in this area was not indicated

2. Explain how a project which decreases bus transit time by only a few seconds
while at the same time increasing very substantially the auto transit time for
the Wilshire corridor be considered environmentally friendly

3. With regard to the condo canyon area of Wilshire Boulevard how can the
adverse effects upon ingress and egress and servicing of these of buildings
with their thousands of inhabitants be mitigated and what will be done to
make ingress and egress safe, given the anticipated high speeds at which buses
will be traveling? Address the issues of resultant increased air and noise
pollution, and concomitant decrease in property values.
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4. Explain in detail how the bus only lane ending at Comstock, created by the
removal of jut outs, will in any way speed up either bus or automobile transit
time along Wilshire Boulevard at the Los Angeles Country Club and through
Beverly Hills when the major causes of backup in that area are at the
intersection of Wilshire and Santa Monica Boulevards and in the city of
Beverly Hills itself

5. A major component of the B RT project is the underlying assumption that the
increased speed of bus flow traffic will result in major switch from automobile
to bus utilization by current automobile users. What is the basis for this
assumption in a city the size of Los Angeles where so few provisions have
been made for frequent and convenient north -south public transit modes to
make it convenient for persons to get to destinations other than in the
immediate proximity of Wilshire Boulevard itself?

6. Explain the validity of the assumption of a 10% conversion from automobile
usage to bus usage in the future and compare the difference in assumptions in
the current environmental impact report from estimated conversion rates as
assumed in the environmental impact report of2002 on the BRT project.

7. Address the adverse impacts on streets parallel to Wilshire Boulevard such as
Ashton and Lind brook caused by the B.R T. lane

8. The prior environmental impact report has indicated major worsening of
traffic at a large number of intersections along Wilshire Boulevard, many of
which are currently at near standstills during peak hours. The fact that these
intersections are essentially at standstill and are non mitigatable cannot be
used by MT A as an indication that additional worsening of traffic flows at
these intersections will not occur or be of any environmental consequence.
Please explain how and why MT A ignores this issue in its pursuit of a B RT
project. The terminology "partially mitigated" and non mitgatable should be
deleted and replaced by "worsened!"

9. What is the basis for assumption that Sunset Boulevard and Santa Monica
Boulevard will be utilized by persons inconvenienced by traffic backed up on
Wilshire Boulevard resulting from a bus only lane, and that these streets can
handle such?

10. Explain how the creation of a bus only lane in Westwood will do anything
beneficial other than increasing the diameter of the "bottle" without changing
the diameter of the inlet/outlet of the bottle, namely the stretch of Wilshire
Boulevard along the Los Angeles Country Club and at the intersection of
Santa Monica and Wilshire Boulevards on the East, and the 40S Freeway on
the West

11. With regard to the eastbound traffic west of the intersection of the 40S
freeway and Wilshire Boulevard how can that be improved by a bus only lane
when in fact the bottleneck caused by the 40S freeway will not be widened,
and traffic flow there is very complicated.

12. The stated intention to increase the width of Wilshire Boulevard by Sft. in the
east and westbound directions is not feasible under the freeway. Thus, the
bottleneck there will persist! What benefit results from such narrowing
nearby?

350

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
5

19550
Text Box
6

19550
Text Box
7

19550
Text Box
8

19550
Text Box
9

19550
Text Box
10

19550
Text Box
11

19550
Text Box
12

19550
Text Box
13



13. lfthe purpose ofthe bus only lane project is to increase the speed of buses and
one of its components is to alter the striping at the intersection of Sepulveda
and Wilshire why has not such been done already? Re-striping is an everyday
occurrence and should not be included as an integral part of a $31 million
project. The cost of restriping would be essentially zero, and the benefits
easily seen immediately. In fact, autos now routinely disregard the current
striping, already proving lack of benefit from planned re-striping. Could it be
that, in fact, simple solutions to problem areas are not being done because
receiving federal dollars is the main impetus for the project rather than
amelioration of traffic problems?

14. What are the time line assumptions regarding shift in traffic from automobile
to bus usage? A time exceeding more than two or three years would seem
grossly unrealistic and needs a further explanation as to its validity.

15. The potential removal of parking spaces along Wilshire Boulevard in the
condo canyon area a will have major adverse and non mitigatable impact upon
the buildings which have no access to them other than along Wilshire
Boulevard. Please explain what will be done about this. Brief mention of this
issue in the DEIR brushes it off as a "social" issue and therefore not to be
considered in an Environmental Impact Report. This inane reply is totally
irresponsible, and particularly so when considered in light of the June 10,
2010 Fact Sheet on the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, published and
distributed by MTA itself which states "The Draft ErR's purpose is to
evaluate the social, economic, and environmental issues associated with the
Wilshire BRT Project .... "

16. Ridership of buses along Wilshire Boulevard has apparently increased through
the years. Has MTA assumed that this increase in ridership is primarily due to
a shift from automobile to bus utilization? What has happened to the motor
vehicle trip numbers in the same period of time?

17. Several years ago there was a trial of a bus only lane on a portion of Wilshire
Boulevard between Centinela and Federal Avenues .This was discontinued at
the request of a councilman Rosendahl and the city Transportation Committee
because of the councilman's statement that it had severely worsened traffic
flow and caused an undue burden on the businesses and residents of his area
when other jurisdictions were not involved .. Characterization of this trial as
anything other than disastrous or unsuccessful is incorrect. Please explain why
MTA believes that a bus only lane at the current time will have any effect
different from that of the experimental lane several years ago. No jurisdictions
have been added to the list of willing participants in the bus only lane project
since that time.

18. MTA has improperly indicated in its communications in reference to prior
hearings on the BRT project that the majority of persons present favored the
project. This was grossly incorrect in reference to hearings in the Westwood
area where presidents of homeowner associations and representatives of
condominiums spoke representing many thousands of people each were
strongly opposed to the BRT project within the Westwood area.
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19. The stretch of Wilshire eastbound along the LA Country Club is often jammed
currently, with buses running in mixed lane traffic. It does not take any
sophisticated computer or other modeling to know that removal of one mixed
traffic lane for use by buses will cause a greater backup on more westerly
portions of Wilshire than currently exist. How can MTA even consider
removing a mixed use lane in that area with such a predictable outcome
therefrom?

20. Why should not the City of Los Angeles properly maintain one of its most
heavily traveled and important thoroughfares (Wilshire) and implement
necessary measures to improve traffic flow? Surely some things should have
been done, other than waiting on Federal funding for many years, and
accepting an overpriced, ill advised BRT project as the quid pro quo!

Sincerely,
/1

o~,j:fP
Jerome Brown, M.D.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 17 
Brown, Jerome 

Response to Comment No. 17-1 

In November 2008, LACMTA, in partnership with the City and County of Los 
Angeles, began evaluating the proposed Wilshire BRT Project as part of 
preparing an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA).  Based on 
input received at several community meetings held along the corridor, 
additional public input, and technical analyses that had been completed, it 
was later determined that an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment (EIR/EA) would be the more appropriate document. 

On September 23, 2009, a 30-day public scoping period began, during which 
four public scoping meetings were held.  Scoping refers to the early, open, 
and interactive process of determining the major issues and impacts that will 
be important in decision-making and that need to be addressed in the 
EIR/EA.  The involvement of the public is an integral part of the scoping 
process to ensure that important issues are not overlooked when preparing 
the EIR/EA.  LACMTA staff did not say, “We don’t know,” to questions, they 
simply clarified that as part of the process, staff was there to listen and solicit 
any public comments and/or concerns over the project, project alternatives, 
or effects of the project that they felt needed to be included in the document.  
During the 45-day public review of the Draft EIR/EA, which began June 10, 
2010, again it was made clear that all specific questions and/or concerns 
would be addressed in the Final EIR/EA.  Staff did respond to general 
questions and/or comments.  

It should be noted that at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, 
the Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce 
the miles of bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to 
Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of 
no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  

Response to Comment No. 17-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 17-3 

The Draft EIR/EA acknowledged that the proposed project would result in 
unacceptable levels of service and exceed local criteria for determining traffic 
impacts as a result of increased delays at 18 of 74 studied intersections in 
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2012 and 19 of 74 intersections in 2020.  Most of the delays would be 15 
seconds or less, but because the intersections are already operating at 
unacceptable levels of service, the established local threshold is very low and 
triggers a significant local impact resulting from delays as low as 2.5 seconds.  
The proposed project would include Mitigation Measure T-1 to reduce or 
avoid these impacts.  After mitigation, significant and unavoidable impacts 
would remain at 8 of 74 intersections in 2012 and 9 of 74 intersections in 
2020.  However, delays of over 15 seconds would occur at only 3 of the 74 
intersections in 2012 and at only 2 of 74 intersections in 2020. 

Beyond the Wilshire corridor, the proposed project would be expected to 
result in a beneficial effect on traffic in the metropolitan Los Angeles, 
particularly within the Mid-City and Westside areas through the increased 
efficiency and public utilization of the Wilshire BRT system. 

Response to Comment No. 17-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue. 

As identified in Sections 4.2 and 4.4 of the Draft EIR, air quality and noise 
impacts of the proposed project would be less-than-significant.  There is no 
basis for the commenter’s assertion that the proposed project would result in 
a decrease in property values. 

Response to Comment No. 17-5 

The proposed project would not increase bus speeds through the City of 
Beverly Hills.  The proposed project would reduce bus travel time in the 
eastbound direction through the Los Angeles Country Club by allowing buses 
to travel to the Beverly Hills City Limit (or close to it) without being delayed 
by congestion.  The proposed project would reduce bus travel time in the 
westbound direction through the Los Angeles Country Club by allowing 
buses to travel to the intersection of Comstock Avenue (and then beyond) 
without being delayed by congestion. 

Response to Comment No. 17-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 17-7 

The 10% conversion rate stated in the Draft EIR/EA is a reasonable 
assumption based on the successful experience of the Metro Rapid Program, 
which showed significant increases in ridership as a result of much improved 
bus travel times.  About one-third of the increased ridership was from new 
riders who used to drive.  Evidence shows that people will shift to transit if 
they receive high quality transit services along the Wilshire corridor.  Similar 
BRT projects in the nation, such as New York City’s Fordam Road BRT 
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system, have experienced similar results.  Please see Master Response No. 9 
regarding the applicability of the 2002 Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 17-8 

Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA and Chapter 10 of the TIA address potential 
impacts on Ashton Avenue and Lindbrook Drive.  Both documents state that 
study intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of Lindbrook Drive 
and Ashton Avenue operate at LOS D or better in 2012 and 2020.  Therefore, 
it is not expected that a significant amount of traffic would divert from 
Wilshire Boulevard to these local residential streets. 

Response to Comment No. 17-9 

The Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Draft EIS/EIR from 2001 identified 
two impacts at intersections on Wilshire Boulevard with implementation of 
the Wilshire BRT project proposed at that time.  Please refer to Master 
Comment No. 9 for information on the differences between this project and 
the one proposed then.  These two intersections were Wilshire Boulevard at 
Westwood Boulevard and at La Cienega Boulevard.  The Draft EIR/EA and 
the TIA for the proposed project now do not identify significant impacts at 
either of these intersections.  The intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and 
Wilshire Boulevard is in the City of Beverly Hills and is, therefore, not 
included in the proposed project.  The Draft EIR/EA fully discloses all of the 
impacted intersections, their proposed mitigations, the four intersections that 
cannot be mitigated, and the five intersections that are partially mitigated.  
The mitigations are to ensure that any adverse impacts the proposed project 
may directly create with its implementation are avoided, remedied, or 
minimized. 

Response to Comment No. 17-10 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 concerning how study intersections 
were identified.  The Draft EIR/EA and TIA analyzed future traffic operations 
without and with the proposed project and identified intersections that would 
be significantly impacted by both the proposed project and Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. 17-11 

Two goals of the proposed project are to improve bus travel times and to 
improve service reliability.  Including the Westwood segment is critical to 
achieving these goals.  By including this segment, bus travel time and 
reliability would be improved by reducing the variability in travel time caused 
by traffic congestion and delays at intersections.  In addition, special 
measures would be done to ease transitions, where needed. 

The proposed project would add an eastbound lane on Wilshire Boulevard as 
it approaches the I-405 between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue, and 
it would also lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket from Wilshire 
Boulevard to northbound Sepulveda Avenue, which would prevent left-
turning traffic from blocking one of the through lanes. 
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Response to Comment No. 17-12 

The proposed project would lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket from 
Wilshire Boulevard to northbound Sepulveda Avenue, which would prevent 
long queues of left-turning traffic from spilling onto and blocking through 
lanes.  Therefore, through traffic that currently moves to the right to avoid 
this queue would be able to remain in their lanes, thereby simplifying traffic 
flow through this segment of Wilshire Boulevard under the I-405 bridge. 

Response to Comment No. 17-13 

The proposed project would not widen Wilshire Boulevard directly under the 
I-405 bridge.  There would be no bus lane in this area.  The benefit to bus 
travel times would result from the ability to use the bus lane on adjacent 
segments of Wilshire Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 17-14 

The Wilshire BRT Project has several goals in addition to improving bus 
travel times.  One of the key goals of the proposed project is to improve 
overall service reliability.  When people not only get a quicker ride but can 
rely on that same quick ride consistently, more people would be encouraged 
to take public transit.  Although the re-striping of streets may be routine, 
there are costs associated with it.  Cities must incur the costs of materials and 
labor at the very minimum.  The re-striping of traffic lanes being done as part 
of the Wilshire BRT project is not for the purpose of ameliorating traffic but 
for the purpose of creating peak period curbside bus lanes and completing 
the reconstruction/repaving work. 

Response to Comment No. 17-15 

Within the first weeks after the bus lanes open, drivers should begin 
adjusting their travel routes, times, and modes in response to the observed 
traffic conditions, just as they do during any event that changes roadway 
capacity.  Drivers would continue to shift their behavior gradually until a new 
equilibrium is reached across alternative travel routes and modes, likely after 
a period of a few months. 

Response to Comment No. 17-16 

Please refer to Master Response No. 6 regarding the removal of on-street 
parking. 

Response to Comment No. 17-17 

Ridership along Wilshire Boulevard has increased through the years.  With 
the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, 
ridership increased by almost 40%.  At least a third of this ridership increase 
was from those new to public transit.  LACMTA does not assume that all 
ridership increases are primarily due to a shift from automobile to bus, 
although it does account for some of it, as demonstrated. 
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Response to Comment No. 17-18 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 17-19 

At the end of each public comment period, all comments received are 
collected and summarized.  This not only includes those comments received 
at the public meetings, but also those received via U.S. mail, e-mail, or from 
the project hotline number.  Although one meeting may have a large number 
of people either in favor of or not in favor of the project, all of the comments 
received during the public comment period must be considered.  LACMTA 
reported the overall summation of the comments received. 

Response to Comment No. 17-20 

Both the Draft EIR/EA and TIA acknowledged that, at the western Beverly 
Hills City limits (approximately 500 feet west of the Whittier Drive/Merv 
Griffin Way intersection), the bus lane transitions to a mixed-flow lane.  
Therefore, three eastbound through lanes would remain at the Whittier 
Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection.  The proposed project would neither 
reduce capacity at this intersection nor increase the number of queued 
vehicles.  However, the length of eastbound traffic queues may increase 
because eastbound vehicles would be traveling in two lanes instead of three as 
they approach the City of Beverly Hills.  The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA also 
acknowledged this for Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. 17-21 

LADOT has implemented several regional Transportation System 
Management projects on Wilshire Boulevard and in the Wilshire Boulevard 
corridor to relieve traffic congestion and improve traffic flow.  They include 
LADOT’s Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control System (ATSAC).  This 
cutting-edge system connects the signalized intersections in the City to 
LADOT’s traffic monitoring and control center and provides LADOT the 
capability to monitor traffic activities, in real-time, at the intersections and 
adjust traffic signal timing to accommodate changing traffic patterns, thereby 
increasing capacity and achieving optimal traffic flow.  Additionally, LADOT 
and LACMTA jointly implemented a Transit Priority System (TPS) along 
Wilshire Boulevard within the project area.  This system provides real-time 
monitoring capability of Metro Rapid buses as they travel along their 
designated routes and actively monitors and adjusts traffic signals along the 
routes to provide traffic signal priority TPS to the buses, which has lead to 
significant improvement in bus travel-time.  LADOT’s previous attempts to 
improve Wilshire Boulevard through widening and street resurfacing have 
often been constrained by a scarcity of financial resources and community 
opposition. 
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Jerome Brown, M.D.
President

10350 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90024
(310)276-1160
(310) 275-4720 Fax

July 26, 201 0

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
1 Gateway Plaza, 25th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Wilshire BRT

Dear Wilshire BRT Project Team:

The Board of Directors of The Diplomat Condominium Association unanimously has voted to oppose
the removal of jutouts and/or the insertion of bus only lanes on Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock
and Glendon Avenues.

The adverse impacts on traffic, safe ingress and egress to and from our homes, accessibility to service
vehicles, and many other issues far outweigh the trivial time saved for bus transit through this area. Free
flow of traffic in this area is readily apparent, as is the inability to improve the enormous traffic
bottlenecks at the San Diego Freeway, at the Wilshire/Santa Monica Blvd. intersection, and along
Wilshire in its entirety in the City of Beverly Hills. Bus lanes and jutout removal will do nothing to
improve the horrible problems at these locations, but will create congestion in places where currently
there is none.

We join other Condominiums on Wilshire and our neighboring homeowner organizations in Westwood
in voicing our staunch opposition to the above mentioned, ill conceived components of the Wilshire
BRT.

The Board of Directors,
The Diplomat Condominium Association
10350 Wilshire Blvd.
LA, CA 90024
By:
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 18 
Brown, Jerome, President 
The Diplomat Condominium Association 

Response to Comment No. 18-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
However, in consideration of comments received during the public review of 
the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  This alternative would result in the 
retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue. in 
consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Comments on the Draft EIR/EA for the Wilshire BRT 
 
July 25, 2010 
 
Ms. Martha Butler 
Metro 
1 Gateway Plaza, 99-23-1 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
Via email: wilshirebrt@metro.net 
 
Raju Associates, Inc. which has been engaged in traffic engineering consultation in the 
Westwood area for the past nineteen years was retained by the Wilshire high-rises and 
homeowner associations listed below to study and provide input pertaining to the Bus-
Only lane (Wilshire BRT) effectiveness within Westwood: 
   
10560 Wilshire 10560 Wilshire Blvd.  108 units 
Blair House   10490 Wilshire Blvd.  123 units 
Crown Towers  10701 Wilshire Blvd.  119 units 
La Tour  10380 Wilshire Blvd.    73 units 
Mirabella  10430 Wilshire Blvd.  114 units 
Park Wilshire  10724 Wilshire Blvd.  156 units 
Regency Wilshire 10551 Wilshire Blvd.    73 units 
Remington Plaza 10727 Wilshire Blvd.    93 units 
The Californian 10800 Wilshire Blvd.    75 units 
The Diplomat  10350 Wilshire Blvd.    64 units 
The Longford  10790 Wilshire Blvd.    82 units 
Wilshire House 10601 Wilshire Blvd.  100 units 
Wilshire Manning 10660 Wilshire Blvd.  132 units 
Comstock Hills Homeowners Association    320 single family homes 
Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association 1100 single family homes 
 
The condominium units and homeowner associations represent a total of 2732 residential 
homes on or adjacent to the Wilshire corridor between Comstock and Glendon Avenues 
in Westwood. 
 
Raju Associates. Inc was requested to 

• review the DEIR  
• scope the project  
• observe roadway operations and characteristics in the area 
• perform necessary bus and traffic counts and speed surveys  
• assess current and future traffic conditions  
• assess potential parking impacts 
• study the access to and from Wilshire Blvd. 
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Please note that the report not only provides analysis on the BRT in Westwood but also 
draws specific attention to outcomes of impacts. 
 
 BACKGROUND 
 Paragraph 3 “There would be potentially significant access and loading area 
 displacement impacts with creation of a bus-only lane within this stretch.  All 
 these driveways obtain access only from Wilshire Boulevard and would be 
 restricted in their movements, with potential sight-distance and other issues.” 
 
 SPEED CHARACTERISTICS 
 Paragraph 4 
 Table ST:  Overall Corridor Speed and Travel Time Summary 
 “From this table, it can be observed that the speeds do not change appreciably 
 between the no-project and the with-project conditions within this corridor 
 indicating that the change (improvement) in travel time due to the proposed bus-
 only lane within this stretch would be minimal or negligible.  The effectiveness of 
 the bus-only lane in this stretch in terms of improving the bus speeds would be 
 negligible, thereby potentially offering an opportunity to not cause significant 
 impacts by not converting the curb-lane within this stretch to bus-only lane.  The 
 proposed bus-only lane project would actually create significant parking and 
 traffic impacts as noted in the DEIR and elaborated in the tables provided below: 
 
 BUS CHARACTERISTICS 
 Paragraph 2 
 Table BS:  Speed Profiles using spot speed data of all buses collected during peak 
 periods at four locations within this 1-mile stretch of Wilshire Boulevard. The 
 relevant measures of dispersion of speeds including 85th-percentile, 10-mph pace 
 (the 10 mph range that most buses travel at) and percent within pace stratified by 
 MTA Rapid Buses, Local Buses and Other Operators Buses are summarized. It 
 can be observed from this table that during both peak periods, all the buses are 
 operating at good speeds (close to or at speed limits) with some of the Other 
 operator buses traveling at greater than the speed limit within this stretch. This 
 indicates that the bus speeds are at desired speeds and would not improve within 
 this stretch with the proposed project or its alternative, given that buses typically 
 operate at or under the posted speed limit (35 mph within this stretch).” 
 
 TRAFFIC IMPACT CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
 “The DEIR conducted traffic impact analysis of the proposed project and its 
 alternative during the opening year 2012 and the horizon year 2020. It used 
 significant impact criteria and Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) - based analysis 
 methodology that did not capture the significant impacts completely; if the City of 
 Los Angeles criteria for significant impacts based on the City’s Traffic Impact 
 Study Guidelines were used, additional locations (particularly within the 1-mile 
 stretch of Wilshire Boulevard) between Comstock and Selby would be impacted. 
 To demonstrate this point, we have included two tables summarizing impacts of 
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 3

 four intersections that were analyzed in the DEIR in this Wilshire Boulevard 
 stretch and compared the same to the results provided in 
 the DEIR. The traffic volumes that were used in this comparative analysis was 
 obtained directly from the DEIR and are included in Figures 3-1 and 3-2 for the 
 proposed project and project alternative, respectively.” 
 
 
 Table BB: Comparison of Project Alternative Significant Impacts 
 “It can be observed from the Tables AA and BB that under the proposed project 
 conditions, the DEIR states that none of the four locations analyzed within this 
 stretch were impacted; however, using the City of Los Angeles criteria (these 
 locations all lie within the City of Los Angeles), two of the four locations would
 be significantly impacted during both AM and PM peak hours of both 2012 and
 2020 conditions. Similarly, for the project alternative, the DEIR identified 
 significant impacts at only one location, while the use of City of L.A. 
 methodology would result in significant impacts at three of the four locations 
 evaluated within or adjacent to this stretch of Wilshire Boulevard.” 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
SANDY BROWN 
President, Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association 
On behalf of the Wilshire Boulevard highrises noted above and Comstock Hills 
Homeowners Association and Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association 
 
 

363

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
6



 
 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 
 
TO:  Ms. Sandy Brown 
  Ms. Jan Reichman 
 
FROM: Srinath Raju, P.E. 
  Chris Munoz 
  Sowmya Maya 
 
SUBJECT: Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project DEIR 
  Summary of Analysis between Selby & Comstock 
  Comments on DIER 
 
DATE: July 25, 2010 REF: RA319 
 
 
This memorandum summarizes the analysis conducted for the Wilshire Boulevard corridor 

between Selby Avenue and Comstock Avenue to evaluate the potential effects of the Bus-only 

lane proposed by converting curb-lanes during peak periods.  Within this specific one-mile corridor 

the proposed project would remove the jut-outs, eliminate parking during peak periods and then 

utilize the curb-lane to provide the bus-only lane. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

We have reviewed the DEIR prepared for this project and have summarized the effects provided 

in the document for this specific corridor.  In addition, we have conducted a detailed analysis of 

traffic conditions, speed and travel time assessments of both buses and other vehicles, and 

effects on parking based on utilization of parking during these peak periods.  We also conducted 

field surveys and observations of traffic, speed and parking, access and loading zone utilization 

conditions to assess and verify the potential effects of the proposed project as well as the 

alternative within this 1-mile stretch of the Wilshire Boulevard corridor. 

 

505 E.Colorado Blvd. 
Suite 202 

Pasadena, CA 91101 

91101 
Voice: 
Fax:    (626) 792-2772 

(626) 792-2700 
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Figure 1 provides information on the existing characteristics of the Wilshire Boulevard corridor 

between Selby Avenue and Comstock Avenue.  Information on various properties fronting 

Wilshire Boulevard and obtaining access from Wilshire Boulevard is depicted on the Figure 1.  

On-street parking availability, time restrictions, if any and loading locations are also shown.  

Locations of bus stops within this 1-mile corridor are also indicated on Figure 1. 

 

The following preliminary observations can be made from this exhibit: 

 

1.  There are 5 bus stops located within this 1-mile stretch of Wilshire Boulevard 

2. There are 25 driveways on the north-side and 31 driveways on the south-side of Wilshire 

Boulevard between Selby Avenue and Comstock Avenue 

3.  There are 3 loading areas within this stretch 

 

There would be potentially significant access and loading area displacement impacts with creation 

of a bus-only lane within this stretch.  All these driveways obtain access only from Wilshire 

Boulevard and would be restricted in their movements, with potential sight-distance and other 

issues. 

 

There are several bus routes that traverse this stretch.  Figure 2 indicates the routes and their 

termini. 

 

Daily traffic counts and speed surveys were conducted for all vehicles within this stretch of 

Wilshire Boulevard.  Intersection counts were also conducted at all signalized intersections within 

this 1-mile stretch.  Adjustments to traffic counts (traffic volumes were increased to account for the 

summer vs. non-summer differences) were made to obtain detailed traffic flow information along 

all the segments within this stretch of Wilshire Boulevard.  This information was then utilized along 

with information from the DEIR to obtain traffic forecasts within this stretch. 

 

The following data and analysis are provided, and information summarized for this corridor: 

 

Speed Characteristics:     

Table AS:  AM Speed Model Calibration Summary.  Raju developed and calibrated a speed 

simulation model for this area using observations of actual speeds, roadway characteristics 
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including number of lanes and other features that affect capacities, and traffic volumes, and the 

standard Bureau of Public Roads delay function.  The speed model was calibrated to within 3% of 

observed speeds with most segments calibrated to under 0.5% differences.   Using this speed 

model, we estimated the speeds for the various scenarios evaluated in the DEIR, for this corridor.  

 

Table PS:  PM Speed Model Calibration Summary  Simulation model for PM peak period 

conditions similar to the AM model, but calibrated using actual data from PM peak period along 

this corridor. 

 

Table SS:  Segment Speeds. Estimated for various segments for various scenarios within this 

corridor.  The traffic volumes were obtained from the DEIR along with all the roadway 

characteristics. 

     

Table ST:  Overall Corridor Speed and Travel Time Summary 

From this table, it can be observed that the speeds do not change appreciably between the no-

project and the with-project conditions within this corridor indicating that the change 

(improvement) in travel time due to the proposed bus-only lane within this stretch would be 

minimal or negligible. The effectiveness of the bus-only lane in this stretch in terms of improving 

the bus speeds would be negligible, thereby potentially offering an opportunity to not cause 

significant impacts by not converting the curb-lane within this stretch to bus-only lane.  The 

proposed bus-only lane project would actually create significant parking and traffic impacts as 

noted in the DEIR and elaborated in the tables provided below.   

 

Parking Characteristics: 

 

Table OP:  Existing Parking Characteristics along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock & Selby 

Detailed information on parking supply, restrictions and taxi and loading spaces within each of the 

segments along Wilshire Boulevard are provided in this table.  It can be observed that 

approximately 100 parking, taxi and loading spaces are present within this stretch of Wilshire 

Boulevard and would be affected by the Proposed Project. 

 

Table P-AM:  Existing parking demands and utilization within the corridor for each of the segments 

identified above during AM peak period.  It can be observed that approximately 69 to 71% of the    
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on-street parking spaces were utilized during the peak periods on a commuter weekday that the 

surveys were conducted and that removal of these parking spaces would cause significant 

parking impacts.  Not all these spaces are or would be available on the side streets thereby 

potentially causing significant parking impacts.  

 

Table P-PM:  Existing parking demands and utilization during PM peak period.  It can be observed 

that approximately 46 to 57% of the spaces were utilized.  Again, not all these spaces are or 

would be available on the side streets thereby potentially causing significant parking impacts. 

 

Bus Characteristics: 

 

Table AC- Bus Characteristics including number of buses observed to be passing or stopping at 

the Beverly Glen bus stop within the 1-mile stretch of Wilshire Boulevard  

 

Table BB – Bus number of boarding and alighting passengers at the Beverly Glen Bus Stop by 

route within each of AM  and PM peak periods and the computed activity levels within this corridor.  

 

Table BS – Speed Profiles using spot speed data of all buses collected during peak periods at 

four locations within this 1-mile stretch of Wilshire Boulevard.  The relevant measures of 

dispersion of speeds including 85th-percentile, 10-mph pace (the 10 mph range that most buses 

travel at) and percent within pace stratified by MTA Rapid Buses, Local Buses and Other 

Operators Buses are summarized.  It can be observed from this table that during both peak 

periods, all the buses are operating at good speeds (close to or at speed limits) with some of the 

Other operator buses traveling at greater than the speed limit within this stretch.  This indicates 

that the bus speeds are at desired speeds and would not improve within this stretch with the 

proposed project or its alternative, given that buses typically operate at or under the posted speed 

limit (35 mph within this stretch).      

 

Traffic Impact Characteristics: 

 

The DEIR conducted traffic impact analysis of the proposed project and its alternative during the 

opening year 2012 and the horizon year 2020.  It used significant impact criteria and Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) - based analysis methodology that did not capture the significant impacts 
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completely; if the City of Los Angeles criteria for significant impacts based on the City’s Traffic 

Impact Study Guidelines were used, additional locations (particularly within the 1-mile stretch of 

Wilshire Boulevard)  between Comstock and Selby would be impacted.  To demonstrate this 

point, we have included two tables summarizing impacts of four intersections that were analyzed 

in the DEIR in this Wilshire Boulevard stretch and compared the same to the results provided in 

the DEIR. 

 

The traffic volumes that were used in this comparative analysis was obtained directly from the 

DEIR and are included in Figures 3-1 and 3-2 for the proposed project and project alternative, 

respectively. 

 

Table AA:  Comparison of Proposed Project Significant Impacts 

 

Table BB:  Comparison of Project Alternative Significant Impacts 

 

It can be observed from the Tables AA and BB that under the proposed project conditions, the 

DEIR states that none of the four locations analyzed within this stretch were impacted; however, 

using the City of Los Angeles criteria (these locations all lie within the City of Los Angeles), two of 

the four locations would be significantly impacted during both AM and PM peak hours of both 

2012 and 2020 conditions. Similarly, for the project alternative, the DEIR identified significant 

impacts at only one location, while the use of City of L.A. methodology would result in significant 

impacts at three of the four locations evaluated within or adjacent to this stretch of Wilshire 

Boulevard. 

 

If you have any questions, please let us know.      
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FIGURE 3-1
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FIGURE 3-1

INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Westwood Bl Beverly Glen Bl Comstock Ave Santa Monica Bl

Project Alt Net 13 17 -1
0

8 53 1 -2 4 -1
3

-8
7

82 0

AM Peak Hour

-257 -413 -476 -480 -528 -465

67 o { -10 -15 o { -13 -6 o { -44 -24 o { -12
Wilshire Boulevard -258 q x -227 -271 q x -440 -247 q x -479 -133 q x -378

14 t v -20 -30 t v -23 1 t v -5 16 t v -2
-293 -316 -258 -252 -258 -141

4 50 -25

19 58 12 1 -3 2 0 -2 -3

Westwood Bl Beverly Glen Bl Comstock Ave Santa Monica Bl

Project Alt Net 0 32 -1
3

0 40 -7 -2 0 -1
9

-9
0

1 0

PM Peak Hour

-170 -256 -323 -324 -369 -250

-39 o { -17 -31 o { -18 -5 o { -40 -24 o { 35
Wilshire Boulevard -339 q x -146 -361 q x -293 -363 q x -326 -125 q x -160

-17 t v -7 -13 t v -12 3 t v -3 -15 t v 41
-349 -405 -349 -365 -386 -164

13 18 3 37 27 19 4 1 -4 0 -51
-8

f a fc f a ca c f a c

m j h m j h m j

a c f

h m j h

a c f a

hm j

c f

m j h m j hm j h

a c f

377



FIGURE 3-2

INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
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FIGURE 3-2

INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
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FIGURE 3-2

INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
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FIGURE 3-2

INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
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FIGURE 3-2

INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
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TABLE AS - AM SPEED MODEL (DELAY FUNCTION CALIBRATION)

No Segment Direction
Length
(Miles)

Posted 
Speed Volume No.of Lanes Capacity 

Segment 
Travel 

Time(hrs)
Avg.Speed   
(computed) 

Observed 
Peak Hour 
Avg. Speed

% Difference 
(Observed 

vs. 
Computed)

Calibrated 
Segment 

Travel Time 
(Hrs)

Calibrated 
Average 

Speed (mph)

% Difference 
(Observed vs. 

Calibrated)

WB 0.10 30 2031 3 2400 0.004 27.9 27.1 2.793 0.004 27.1 0.075
EB 0.10 35 1976 3 2400 0.003 32.7 33.6 2.579 0.003 33.6 0.110
WB 0.19 35 2184 3 2400 0.006 31.7 37.0 14.228 0.005 35.0 5.503
EB 0.19 35 2260 3 2400 0.006 31.3 33.3 5.842 0.006 33.3 0.145
WB 0.13 35 2259 3 2400 0.004 31.3 34.8 10.097 0.004 34.8 0.100
EB 0.13 35 2225 3 2400 0.004 31.5 33.7 6.475 0.004 33.6 0.345
WB 0.13 35 2255 3 2400 0.004 31.3 33.6 6.847 0.004 33.5 0.420
EB 0.13 35 2118 3 2400 0.004 32.1 30.4 5.392 0.004 30.6 0.636

NOTE: Speed Model based on standard Bureau of Public Roads Delay Function: 

2
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Devon and Beverly Glen (1)

7
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Westholme and Manning Ave

4
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Holmby and Warner Ave

5
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Warner and Thayer Ave
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TABLE PS - PM SPEED MODEL (DELAY FUNCTION CALIBRATION)

No Segment Direction
Length
(Miles)

POSTED 
Speed Volume No.of Lanes Capacity 

Segment 
Travel 

Time(hrs)
Avg.Speed   
(computed)

Observed 
Peak Hour 
Avg. Speed

% Difference 
(Observed vs. 

Computed)

Calibrated 
Segment Travel 

Time (Hrs)

Calibrated 
Average 

Speed (mph)

% Difference 
(Observed 

vs. 
Calibrated)

WB 0.10 30 1829 3 2400 0.004 28.6 26.68 7.03 0.004 26.59 0.33
EB 0.10 35 2036 3 2400 0.003 32.5 33.46 2.94 0.003 33.47 0.02
WB 0.19 35 1973 3 2400 0.006 32.8 36.1 9.26 0.005 34.80 3.59
EB 0.19 35 2319 3 2400 0.006 31.0 33.08 6.43 0.006 33.02 0.18
WB 0.13 35 1895 3 2400 0.004 33.1 34.28 3.52 0.004 34.12 0.46
EB 0.13 35 2315 3 2400 0.004 31.0 33.98 8.84 0.004 33.97 0.03
WB 0.13 35 2079 3 2400 0.004 32.3 32.97 2.11 0.004 32.70 0.82
EB 0.13 35 2241 3 2400 0.004 31.4 29.94 4.93 0.004 29.99 0.15

NOTE: Speed Model based on standard Bureau of Public Roads Delay Function: 
Calibrated Delay (travel time) = Length/Speed*(1+a(vol/cap)^b); 'a' and 'b' are calibrated coefficients. 
Calibrated Speed = Length/Cal.Delay

2
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Devon and Beverley Glen

7
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Westholme and Manning Ave

4
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Holmby and Warner Ave

5
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Warner and Thayer Ave
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TABLE SS

AM PEAK HOUR SPEEDS
No Segment Direction Current 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions

Calibrated No Project with Project with Alternative No Project with Project with Alternative
Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph)

WB 32 30 32 33 30 32 33
EB 32 30 31 31 29 31 31
WB 27 25 27 27 25 27 27
EB 34 32 33 33 31 32 33
WB 33 31 32 33 30 32 33
EB 31 26 28 29 26 27 28
WB 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
EB 33 31 32 32 31 31 32
WB 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
EB 34 31 32 33 31 32 32
WB 31 28 30 31 28 30 31
EB 32 27 29 30 27 28 29
WB 33 32 33 33 32 33 33
EB 31 25 28 28 25 27 28
WB 31 27 29 30 27 29 30
EB 31 27 29 29 26 28 28

Overall Segment Speed Between WB 32 30 32 32 30 31 32
Comstock & Selby (Average) EB 32 29 30 31 28 30 30
Overall Travel Time Delay (minutes) WB 1.86 1.98 1.90 1.87 1.99 1.91 1.87
b/w Comstock & Selby (Average) EB 1.86 2.10 1.98 1.96 2.12 2.03 1.99

PM PEAK HOUR SPEEDS

No Segment Direction Observed & 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions
Calibrated No Project with Project with Alternative No Project with Project with Alternative
Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph) Speeds (mph)

WB 33 30 29 28 30 31 32
EB 33 29 27 26 29 31 31
WB 27 21 19 18 21 23 25
EB 33 31 28 28 30 32 32
WB 34 32 31 30 31 33 33
EB 34 33 32 31 33 33 34
WB 35 34 34 34 34 34 35
EB 33 30 28 27 29 30 32
WB 34 31 29 28 30 32 33
EB 34 32 32 31 32 33 33
WB 33 30 29 28 30 31 32
EB 31 27 25 23 26 28 30
WB 33 29 27 27 28 30 31
EB 30 24 22 20 23 25 27
WB 34 31 30 29 30 32 32
EB 32 28 25 24 27 29 30

Overall Segment Between WB 33 30 29 28 29 31 32
Comstock & Selby (Average) EB 33 29 27 26 29 30 31
Overall Travel Time Delay (minutes) WB 1.83 2.01 2.10 2.16 2.05 1.94 1.90
b/w Comstock & Selby (Average) EB 1.84 2.05 2.19 2.28 2.09 2.00 1.93

1
Wilshire Boulevard Between Comstock 
and Devon

2
Wilshire Boulevard Between Devon 
and Beverly Glen

3
Wilshire Boulevard Between Beverly 
Glen and Holmby

4
Wilshire Boulevard Between Holmby 
and Warner Ave

5
Wilshire Boulevard Between Warner 
and Thayer Ave

6
Wilshire Boulevard Between Thayer 
and Westholme

7
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Westholme and Manning Ave

8
Wilshire Boulevard Between Manning 
and Selby 

1
Wilshire Boulevard Between Comstock 
and Devon

2
Wilshire Boulevard Between Devon 
and Beverly Glen

3
Wilshire Boulevard Between Beverly 
Glen and Holmby

4
Wilshire Boulevard Between Holmby 
and Warner Ave

8
Wilshire Boulevard Between Manning 
and Selby 

5
Wilshire Boulevard Between Warner 
and Thayer Ave

6
Wilshire Boulevard Between Thayer 
and Westholme

7
Wilshire Boulevard Between 
Westholme and Manning Ave

385



TABLE ST - SPEED & TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS

PEAK HOUR TRAVEL SPEED SUMMARIES

Observed & 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions
Direction Calibrated No Project with Project with Alternative No Project with Project with Alternative

AM PEAK HOUR TRAVEL SPEEDS

Overall average speeds (mph) WB 32 30 32 32 30 31 32
b/w Comstock & Selby EB 32 29 30 31 28 30 30

PM PEAK HOUR TRAVEL SPEEDS

Overall average speeds (mph) WB 33 30 29 28 29 31 32
b/w Comstock & Selby EB 33 29 27 26 29 30 31

PEAK HOUR TRAVEL TIME SUMMARIES

Observed & 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2012 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions 2020 Conditions
Direction Calibrated No Project with Project with Alternative No Project with Project with Alternative

AM PEAK HOUR TRAVEL TIMES

Overall Travel Time Delay (minutes) WB 1.86 1.98 1.90 1.87 1.99 1.91 1.87
b/w Comstock & Selby (Average) EB 1.86 2.10 1.98 1.96 2.12 2.03 1.99

PM PEAK HOUR TRAVEL TIMES

Overall Travel Time Delay (minutes) WB 1.83 2.01 2.10 2.16 2.05 1.94 1.90
b/w Comstock & Selby (Average) EB 1.84 2.05 2.19 2.28 2.09 2.00 1.93
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TABLE PP

EXISTING ON-STREET PARKING CHARACTERISTICS

Number of Number of Number of

On-Street On-Street On-Street

Street From To Direction Parking Restrictions Parking Spaces Taxi Spaces Loading Spaces

Wilshire Bl Selby Av Manning Av EB PA 6 2 2
WB 2 Hour 8am-6pm, NSAT 5 0 0

Wilshire Bl Manning Av Westholme Av EB PA 5 0 0
WB 2 Hour 8am-6pm, NSAT 1 0 0

Wilshire Bl Westholme Av Thayer Av EB PA, NSAT 6 0 1
WB 2 Hour 8am-6pm 11 0 0

Wilshire Bl Thayer Av Warner Av EB NP, PA 3 0 0
WB 2 Hour 8am-6pm, NSAT 8 0 0

Wilshire Bl Warner Av Homby Av EB 2 Hour 8am-6pm 14 0 0
WB 2 Hour 8am-6pm, NSAT 7 0 0

Wilshire Bl Homby Av Beverly Glen Bl EB NSAT 0 0 0
WB NSAT 0 0 0

Wilshire Bl Beverly Glen Bl Devon Av EB PA 2 0 0
WB PA 4 0 0

Wilshire Bl Devon Av Comstock Av EB PA 1 0 3
WB PA, NS 7am-7pm 17 0 0

TOTAL 90 2 6

Notes:

NS = No Stopping
NSAT = No Stopping Anytime
NP = No Parking
NPAT = No Parking Anytime

387



TABLE P-AM
EXISTING AM ON-STREET PARKING UTILIZATION

Weekday Utilization [1] Weekday Utilization [1] Weekday Utilization [1]
@ 7:00 a.m. @ 8:00 a.m. @ 9:00 a.m.

Street From To Direction Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied
Parking Parking Taxi Taxi [2] Loading Loading Parking Parking Taxi Taxi [2] Loading Loading Parking Parking Taxi Taxi [2] Loading Loading

Wilshire Bl Selby Av Manning Av EB 6 100% 3 150% 0 0% 6 100% 3 150% 2 100% 6 100% 3 150% 2 100%
WB 5 100% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Manning Av Westholme Av EB 5 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3 60% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Westholme Av Thayer Av EB 1 17% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 4 36% 0 0% 0 0% 6 55% 0 0% 0 0% 7 64% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Thayer Av Warner Av EB 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 1 13% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 0 0% 3 38% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Warner Av Homby Av EB 10 71% 0 0% 0 0% 11 79% 0 0% 0 0% 10 71% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 4 57% 0 0% 0 0% 5 71% 0 0% 0 0% 4 57% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Homby Av Beverly Glen Bl EB 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Beverly Glen Bl Devon Av EB 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 4 100% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Devon Av Comstock Av EB 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 33% 1 100% 0 0% 1 33%
WB 16 94% 0 0% 0 0% 16 94% 0 0% 0 0% 13 76% 0 0% 0 0%

62 69% 3 150% 0 0% 64 71% 3 150% 3 50% 62 69% 3 150% 3 50%

Notes:

[1]  Parking utilization conducted on Thursday, July 22, 2010.
[2]  One taxi parked on red curb
NS = No Stopping
NSAT = No Stopping Anytime
NP = No Parking
NPAT = No Parking Anytime
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TABLE P-PM

EXISTING PM ON-STREET PARKING UTILIZATION

Weekday Utilization [1] Weekday Utilization [1] Weekday Utilization [1]

@ 4:00 p.m. @ 5:00 p.m. @ 6:00 p.m.

Street From To Direction Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied Occupied % Occupied

Parking Parking Taxi Taxi [2] Loading Loading Parking Parking Taxi Taxi [2] Loading Loading Parking Parking Taxi Taxi [2] Loading Loading

Wilshire Bl Selby Av Manning Av EB 5 83% 1 50% 1 50% 4 67% 1 50% 1 50% 6 100% 2 100% 1 50%
WB 3 60% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Manning Av Westholme Av EB 4 80% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100% 0 0% 1 0%
WB 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Westholme Av Thayer Av EB 1 17% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 0 0% 1 100% 6 100% 0 0% 1 0%
WB 5 45% 0 0% 0 0% 4 36% 0 0% 0 0% 2 18% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Thayer Av Warner Av EB 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 4 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 25% 0 0% 0 0% 5 63% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Warner Av Homby Av EB 8 57% 0 0% 0 0% 6 43% 0 0% 0 0% 6 43% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 3 43% 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Homby Av Beverly Glen Bl EB 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Beverly Glen Bl Devon Av EB 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0%
WB 3 75% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 0 0% 0 0%

Wilshire Bl Devon Av Comstock Av EB 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 1 100% 0 0% 1 33%
WB 13 76% 0 0% 0 0% 11 65% 0 0% 0 0% 9 53% 0 0% 0 0%

51 57% 1 50% 1 17% 41 46% 1 50% 3 50% 50 56% 2 100% 4 67%

Notes:

[1]  Parking utilization conducted on Tuesday, July 20, 2010.
NS = No Stopping
NSAT = No Stopping Anytime
NP = No Parking
NPAT = No Parking Anytime
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TABLE AC

EXISTING TRANSIT BUS CHARACTERISTICS AT BEVERLY GLEN BUS STOP

Stopping Passing Stopping Passing

Eastbound 5 5 2 7 19

Westbound 6 4 6 8 24

Eastbound 7 10 10 14 41

Westbound 11 8 10 9 38

Eastbound 0 6 0 11 17

Westbound 2 7 0 15 24

Eastbound 1 0 0 2 3

Westbound 0 0 0 1 1

Eastbound 1 1 0 1 3

Westbound 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound 1 1 1 0 3

Westbound 1 0 0 2 3

Eastbound 15 23 13 35 86

Westbound 20 19 16 35 90

Stopping Passing Stopping Passing

Eastbound 3 4 2 3 12

Westbound 5 2 3 1 11

Eastbound 11 3 13 1 28

Westbound 5 3 5 1 14

Eastbound 1 8 1 4 14

Westbound 0 3 1 4 8

Eastbound 0 1 0 1 2

Westbound 2 0 1 1 4

Eastbound 0 0 0 0 0

Westbound 0 0 0 1 1

Eastbound 0 2 1 1 4

Westbound 3 1 2 1 7

Eastbound 15 18 17 10 60

Westbound 15 9 12 9 45

Notes: [A] MTA - Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

SC - City of Santa Clarita Transit

CE - City of Los Angeles Commuter Express

Bus Number 
[A] Direction

AM Peak Period - Number of Buses
Total 

Number of 
Buses

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM

MTA 20

MTA 720

MTA 920

SC 792/797

CE 431

CE 573

Subtotal

Total 35 42

MTA 20

29 70 176

Bus Number 
[A] Direction

PM Peak Period - Number of Buses
Total 

Number of 
Buses

MTA 720

MTA 920

SC 792/797

CE 431

CE 573

Subtotal

Total 30 27 29 19 105

# of Buses # of Buses

# of Buses # of Buses
5:00 PM - 6:00 PM4:00 PM - 5:00 PM
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TABLE BB

EXISTING OBSERVED TRANSIT BOARDINGS AT BEVERLY GLEN BUS STOP

Boardings Alightings Boardings Alightings

Eastbound 5 11 1 2 2 0 14

Westbound 6 3 18 6 6 6 33

Eastbound 7 10 10 10 9 21 50

Westbound 11 3 28 10 4 36 71

Eastbound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Westbound 2 2 1 0 0 0 3

Eastbound 1 0 2 0 0 0 2

Westbound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound 1 3 1 0 0 0 4

Westbound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound 1 0 1 1 2 0 3

Westbound 1 0 2 0 0 0 2

Eastbound 15 24 15 13 13 21 73

Westbound 20 8 49 16 10 42 109

Boardings Alightings Boardings Alightings

Eastbound 3 4 2 2 6 1 13

Westbound 5 4 8 3 2 3 17

Eastbound 11 21 5 13 30 9 65

Westbound 5 2 13 5 7 11 33

Eastbound 1 1 0 1 1 2 4

Westbound 0 0 0 1 0 3 3

Eastbound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Westbound 2 5 0 1 3 0 8

Eastbound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Westbound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound 0 0 0 1 1 2 3

Westbound 3 8 0 2 4 0 12

Eastbound 15 26 7 17 38 14 85

Westbound 15 19 21 12 16 17 73

Notes: [A] MTA - Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

SC - City of Santa Clarita Transit

CE - City of Los Angeles Commuter Express

Bus Number 
[A] Direction

AM Peak Period - Number of Boardings/Alightings
Total Usage7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM

# of Buses # of Buses

MTA 20

MTA 720

MTA 920

SC 792/797

CE 431

CE 573

Subtotal

Total 35 32 64 29 23 63 182

Bus Number 
[A] Direction

PM Peak Period - Number of Boardings/Alightings
Total Usage4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM

# of Buses # of Buses

MTA 20

MTA 720

MTA 920

SC 792/797

CE 431

CE 573

Subtotal

Total 30 31 15845 28 29 54
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TABLE BS

EXISTING OBSERVED BUS SPEED PROFILE & ANALYSIS

LOCATION OF SURVEY DIRECTION MTA RAPID BUSES MTA LOCAL BUSES ALL OTHER BUSES

85TH  %ILE 10 MPH-PACE % IN PACE 85TH  %ILE 10 MPH-PACE % IN PACE 85TH  %ILE 10 MPH-PACE % IN PACE

AM PEAK PERIOD SPOT SPEEDS

(WESTBOUND IS PEAK DIRECTION)

Wilshire Boulevard w/o Manning Avenue WB 36 26-35 71 32 24-33 87 39 25-34 50

Wilshire Boulevard e/o Manning Avenue EB 34 25-34 92 32 23-32 81 37 28-37 76

Wilshire Boulevard w/o Devon Avenue WB 30 22-31 81 32 19-28 73 26 17-26 100

Wilshire Boulevard e/o Devon Avenue EB 35 26-35 83 34 25-34 75 43 19-28 50

PM PEAK PERIOD SPOT SPEEDS

(EASTBOUND IS PEAK DIRECTION)

Wilshire Boulevard w/o Manning Avenue WB 33 24-33 80 31 22-31 72 37 23-32 74

Wilshire Boulevard e/o Manning Avenue EB 35 23-32 74 34 24-33 67 34 28-37 86

Wilshire Boulevard w/o Devon Avenue WB 26 16-25 80 29 20-29 88 31 22-31 100

Wilshire Boulevard e/o Devon Avenue EB 35 27-36 87 32 27-36 76 35 26-35 86

Note:  Bus Spot Speed Surveys conducted in the Year 2010.
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TABLE AA

COMPARISON OF INTERSECTION TRAFFIC IMPACTS- PROPOSED PROJECT 

WILSHIRE CORRIDOR BETWEEN SANTA MONICA BL & WESTWOOD BL

YEAR 2012 ANALYSIS

Year 2012 without Project Project Significant
Peak Existing Conditions [a] Conditions [a] Increase in Project

No. Intersection Hour V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay Impact

10. Westwood Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard [b] AM 0.636 B 0.769 C 0.827 D 0.058 Yes

PM - F [c] - F [c] - F [c] 0.015 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 43.1 D 66.8 E 47.6 D -19.2 No
PM 48.9 D 62.7 E 49.2 D -13.5 No

11. Beverly Glen Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.769 C 0.875 D 0.798 C -0.077 No
PM 0.738 C 0.844 D 0.765 C -0.079 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 35.2 D 34.5 C 33.4 C -1.1 No
PM 33.7 C 38.1 D 35.1 D -3.0 No

12. Comstock Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.605 B 0.675 B 0.787 C 0.112 Yes

PM 0.623 B 0.689 B 0.797 C 0.108 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 16.5 B 20.6 C 20.6 C 0.0 No
PM 22.9 C 25.7 C 24.4 C -1.3 No

13. Santa Monica Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 1.018 F 1.202 F 1.079 F -0.123 No
PM 0.891 D 1.199 F 1.106 F -0.093 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 57.5 E 87.3 F 53.2 D -34.1 No
PM 69.8 E 91.6 F 69.4 E -22.2 No

YEAR 2020 ANALYSIS

Year 2020 without Project Project Significant
Peak Existing Conditions [a] Conditions [a] Increase in Project

No. Intersection Hour V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay Impact

10. Westwood Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard [b] AM 0.636 B 0.816 D 0.877 D 0.061 Yes

PM - F [c] - F [c] - F [c] 0.023 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 43.1 D 75.2 E 62.3 E -12.9 No
PM 48.9 D 64.0 E 52.0 D -12.0 No

11. Beverly Glen Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.769 C 0.899 D 0.841 D -0.058 No
PM 0.738 C 0.845 D 0.787 C -0.058 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 35.2 D 36.1 D 34.8 C -1.3 No
PM 33.7 C 39.4 D 36.4 D -3.0 No

12. Comstock Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.605 B 0.707 C 0.804 D 0.097 Yes

PM 0.623 B 0.709 C 0.837 D 0.128 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 16.5 B 23.3 C 22.0 C -1.3 No
PM 22.9 C 26.9 C 24.2 C -2.7 No

13. Santa Monica Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 1.018 F 1.200 F 1.097 F -0.103 No
PM 0.891 D 1.243 F 1.138 F -0.105 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 57.5 E 88.0 F 54.4 D -33.6 No
PM 69.8 E 109.1 F 77.6 E -31.5 No

[a] All traffic counts and forecast obtained from Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis-Administrative Draft, Iteris, April 13, 2010.

[b] Based on Transportation Research Board Circular 212 Planning method per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures.

[c]

[d] Based on HCM methodology.  Obtained from Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis-Administrative Draft , Iteris, April 13, 2010.

Year 2012 with Proposed 
Project Conditions [a]

Year 2020 with Proposed 
Project Conditions [a]

Traffic counts at this location are not fully representative of the operating conditions due to downstream constraints. LOS is based on field observations and not based on traffic 
counts.
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TABLE BB

COMPARISON OF INTERSECTION TRAFFIC IMPACTS- PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

WILSHIRE CORRIDOR BETWEEN SANTA MONICA BL & WESTWOOD BL

YEAR 2012 ANALYSIS

Year 2012 without Project Project Significant
Peak Existing Conditions [a] Conditions [a] Increase in Project

No. Intersection Hour V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay Impact

10. Westwood Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard [b] AM 0.636 B 0.769 C 0.841 D 0.072 Yes

PM - F [c] - F [c] - F [c] -0.017 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 43.1 D 66.8 E 49.7 D -17.1 No
PM 48.9 D 62.7 E 45.7 D -17.0 No

11. Beverly Glen Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.769 C 0.875 D 1.003 F 0.128 Yes

PM 0.738 C 0.844 D 0.959 E 0.115 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 35.2 D 34.5 C 38.7 D 4.2 Yes

PM 33.7 C 38.1 D 41.8 D 3.7 No

12. Comstock Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.605 B 0.675 B 0.787 C 0.112 Yes

PM 0.623 B 0.689 B 0.782 C 0.093 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 16.5 B 20.6 C 20.7 C 0.1 No
PM 22.9 C 25.7 C 25.1 C -0.6 No

13. Santa Monica Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 1.018 F 1.202 F 1.086 F -0.116 No
PM 0.891 D 1.199 F 1.118 F -0.081 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 57.5 E 87.3 F 54.1 D -33.2 No
PM 69.8 E 91.6 F 76.4 E -15.2 No

YEAR 2020 ANALYSIS

Year 2020 without Project Project Significant
Peak Existing Conditions [a] Conditions [a] Increase in Project

No. Intersection Hour V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay Impact

10. Westwood Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard [b] AM 0.636 B 0.816 D 0.853 D 0.037 Yes

PM - F [c] - F [c] - F [c] 0.002 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 43.1 D 75.2 E 51.4 D -23.8 No
PM 48.9 D 64.0 E 49.2 D -14.8 No

11. Beverly Glen Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.769 C 0.899 D 1.022 F 0.123 Yes

PM 0.738 C 0.845 D 0.984 E 0.139 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 35.2 D 36.1 D 41.1 D 5.0 Yes

PM 33.7 C 39.4 D 45.1 D 5.7 Yes

12. Comstock Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.605 B 0.707 C 0.802 D 0.095 Yes

PM 0.623 B 0.709 C 0.797 C 0.088 Yes

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 16.5 B 23.3 C 23.0 C -0.3 No
PM 22.9 C 26.9 C 25.5 C -1.4 No

13. Santa Monica Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 1.018 F 1.200 F 1.086 F -0.114 No
PM 0.891 D 1.243 F 1.126 F -0.117 No

From DEIR Traffic Study [d] AM 57.5 E 88.0 F 53.5 D -34.5 No
PM 69.8 E 109.1 F 78.1 E -31.0 No

[a] All traffic counts and forecast obtained from Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis-Administrative Draft, Iteris, April 13, 2010.

[b] Based on Transportation Research Board Circular 212 Planning method per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures.

[c]

[d] Based on HCM methodology.  Obtained from Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Traffic Impact Analysis-Administrative Draft , Iteris, April 13, 2010.

Year 2012 with Project 
Alternative Conditions [a]

Year 2020 with Project 
Alternative Conditions [a]

Traffic counts at this location are not fully representative of the operating conditions due to downstream constraints. LOS is based on field observations and not based on traffic 
counts.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-87 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 19 
Brown, Sandy, President 
Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association 

Response to Comment No. 19-1 

Comment noted; as this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 19-2 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 19-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings on Wilshire.  The commenter refers to “potential sight-distance and 
other issues” but does not identify any specific concerns.  Under both the 
proposed project and Alternative A, parking would be prohibited in the curb 
lane during peak hours when the bus lane is in operation.  Under existing 
conditions, parked vehicles are allowed in some locations on Wilshire 
Boulevard.  Parked vehicles are the primary sight-distance obstruction, and 
they would be eliminated by the proposed project during peak hours.  No new 
visual obstructions would be introduced by the proposed project.  Signage 
would be located in locations that do not obstruct lines-of-sight.  During off-
peak hours, when the bus lane is not in operation, sight distance would be 
essentially the same as it is under existing conditions. 

Response to Comment No. 19-4 

It is noted that the commenter concludes that the proposed project would not 
appreciably change vehicle travel speeds in the segment of the corridor 
studied in the report.  However, the conclusion that the average travel speed 
of all vehicles would not appreciably change does not justify the commenter’s 
conclusion that the effectiveness of the proposed project in improving bus 
speeds would be negligible.  The report referenced in the comment appears to 
have measured “spot” bus speeds mid-block.  Much of the delay to buses in 
the segment studies occurs at intersections, where buses must wait in queues 
with other vehicles.  The improvement in bus travel time produced by giving 
buses their own lane at intersections does not appear to be reflected in the 
analysis referenced by the comment.  Please refer to Master Response No. 6 
concerning the potential loss of parking.  The Draft EIR/EA and TIA identify 
intersections that would be significantly impacted by the proposed project 
and that cannot be mitigated. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-88 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 19-5 

The report referenced in the comment appears to have measured “spot” bus 
speeds mid-block.  Much of the delay to buses in the segment studies occurs 
at intersections, where buses must wait in queues with other vehicles.  The 
improvement in bus travel time produced by giving buses their own lane at 
intersections does not appear to be reflected in the analysis referenced by the 
comment. 

Metro Rapid Line 720 has an average peak period speed of approximately 16.5 
mph within this segment.  This average is well below the posted speed limit 
of 35 mph.  The implementation of bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard would 
not only help reduce passenger travel times but, more importantly, the 
improved travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to the 
bus lanes’ separation from mixed-flow traffic.  The bus lanes would also 
benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% slower (on average) than the Metro 
Rapid Line 720 during peak hours. 

Response to Comment No. 19-6 

LACMTA is the CEQA lead agency for this project.  After consultation and 
coordination with the City of Los Angeles, LACMTA employed the same 
traffic impact methodology and criteria for this project that it has employed 
for other multi-jurisdictional transit projects, such as the Exposition Light 
Rail Project, and Metro Orange Line Busway Project.  The Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) methodology has been employed by LACMTA for transit 
projects because it better captures the traffic delay impacts of changes to 
signal operations and lane utilization that are often associated with transit 
projects.  The City of Los Angeles, one of the jurisdictions through which this 
project passes, uses the “Circular 212” methodology, which is better suited to 
development projects, in which the major issue is the impact of additional 
vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.  The impact criteria have also 
been used by LACMTA for other transit projects and were established to be 
equivalent to the City of Los Angeles’ impact criteria. 

It is noted that two (Wilshire Boulevard at Westwood Boulevard and Santa 
Monica Boulevard) of the four intersections referred to by the commenter to 
reflect conditions between Comstock and Selby Avenues are not, in fact, 
between those avenues, and that one (Santa Monica Boulevard) of the four 
said to lie within the City of Los Angeles is, in fact, in the City of Beverly 
Hills.  As suggested by the commenter, the Circular 212 methodology may 
conclude that there are impacts at locations at which the HCM methodology 
would not.  However, that is because the Circular 212 methodology is not able 
to account for existing and future lane utilization at the study intersections 
(i.e., the distribution of vehicles across multiple lanes at the approach to an 
intersection with more than one lane).  Please refer to Master Response No. 2 
concerning how lane utilization was determined.  As stated above, although 
the methodology employed differed from the methodology that the City of 
Los Angeles uses to assess the impacts of development projects, the impact 
criteria that were employed were determined so as to be equivalent to the 
City’s criteria. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-89 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 19-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 19-3 above. 

Response to Comment No. 19-8 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 19-4 above. 

Response to Comment No. 19-9 

Please refer to Master Response No. 6 concerning the removal of on-street 
parking. 

Response to Comment No. 19-10 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 19-5 above. 

Response to Comment No. 19-11 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 19-6 above. 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-90 April 2011 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-93 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 20 
Brown, Sandy, President 
Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association 

Response to Comment No. 20-1 

The Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association’s opposition to the 
proposed project has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration.  It should be noted that in consideration of comments 
and direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and 
as a direct response to Westwood area residents, LACMTA staff are now 
considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board.  Alternative A-1 represents a refinement to 
Alternative A as it would involve implementation of the same components, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 20-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 9 concerning the applicability of the 
previous environmental documents. 

Response to Comment No. 20-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 9 concerning the applicability of the 
previous environmental documents.  Multiple goals are identified for the 
proposed project in the Need and Purpose.  Some goals may be applicable to 
some segments of the corridor and not to others.  Although the proposed 
project may not meet every goal in every segment, it would meet some goal in 
each segment.  In the Westwood segment, the proposed project would reduce 
bus delay caused by intersection queuing. 

Response to Comment No. 20-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 20-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 6 concerning parking and Master 
Response No. 5 concerning access to residential buildings. 

Response to Comment No. 20-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees.  In 
addition, this alternative would retain the buffer between Wilshire Boulevard 
and the properties that line this major transportation corridor. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-94 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 20-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees.  In 
addition, this alternative would retain the buffer between Wilshire Boulevard 
and the properties that line this major transportation corridor. 

Response to Comment No. 20-8 

Please refer to Master Response No. 18 regarding noise and vibration impacts 
from buses running closer to residential structures. 

Response to Comment No. 20-9 

Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in 
adjacent residential areas. 

Response to Comment No. 20-10 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for consideration.  The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA state that nine intersections 
would experience significant impacts that cannot be mitigated. 

Response to Comment No. 20-11 

Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly 
Hills and the impacts of reducing the number of mixed-flow lanes that would 
create backups from Beverly Hills to Comstock Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 20-12 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA evaluated potential impacts at the transition 
areas where lanes are dropped and concluded that satisfactory traffic 
operations could be maintained through appropriate signage and striping.  
Wilshire Boulevard is only two lanes in each direction in the City of Santa 
Monica, even during peak hours, so there would be no reduction in capacity 
on Wilshire Boulevard as the road passes from Santa Monica to Los Angeles 
with the implementation of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 20-13 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings. 

Response to Comment No. 20-14 

The comment has been noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further 
response is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-95 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 20-15 

The Metro Rapid Bus Lines 720 and the 920 would travel primarily in the bus 
lanes and would use the remaining lanes only as needed to pass a bus or 
other vehicle in the bus lanes. 

Response to Comment No. 20-16 

There is no basis for the commenter’s assertion that the proposed project 
would result in a decrease in property values. 

Response to Comment No. 20-17 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA and 
LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA 
Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors.  Alternative A-1 represents a refinement to Alternative A as it 
would involve implementation of the same components, with the exception of 
no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 20-18 

Comments submitted by Charles Edelsohn have been included in this 
document as Letter 42.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 42-1 
through 42-19. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 23, 2010

Fname

Sandy

File Name

brown.sandy.062310

Summary

Seeking additional information regarding the study.

Email AddressLName

Brown

Org

Comment

I support Carol Spencer's e-mail below on behalf of 1100 single family homes north of Wilshire Blvd. Please add these comments to the EIR 
file and any other record relating to the BRT project.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-98 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21 
Brown, Sandy 

Response to Comment No. 21-1 

Comment noted; the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their review and consideration. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-100 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 22 
Burns, Marvin 

Response to Comment No. 22-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 22-2 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City 
Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  This alternative 
would result in the retention of the jut-outs.  However, in consideration of 
comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in 
December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area residents, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are recommending 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  Alternative A-1 represents 
a refinement to Alternative A as it would involve implementation of the same 
components, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 22-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 22-4 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  
However, in consideration of comments and direction received at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this 
comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A 
(i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would 
involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the 
exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and 
no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Richard Busby [rsbusby@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 17, 2010 6:07 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: comment in support of the peak period bus & bike lane

 
Hello, 
 
I wanted to communicate my support for the improvements on Wilshire to allow for peak bus and 
bike lanes. Recently I traveled by bicycle on Wilshire on an early Saturday morning, and I 
thought how great it would be to be able to do that ride during high traffic periods.   
Having smooth pavement will also be a huge improvement, both for quality of the riding and 
for safety. 
 
I also use the bus on Wilshire, and would use it MUCH more if I knew it was as fast or faster 
than driving at rush hour. 
 
Thanks for all the work in making this a reality! 
Richard Busby 
 
310.439.8973 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 23 
Busby, Richard 

Response to Comment No. 23-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Jeanbush@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 11:50 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: jreichmann@comstockhills.com
Subject: NO dedicated BRT lanes between Glendon and Comstock

 
July 26, 2010 
 
Dear MTA Board Members: 
 
I am a thirty-nine year resident of Comstock Hills and a Board member of our HOA.  A lot has shaped 
and changed our small neighborhood of 300 homes adjacent to Beverly Hills and Century City during 
that time.   
 
I think the idea of creating dedicated bus lanes from Glendon Ave to Comstock Ave, where the 
dedicated bus lanes will either begin or end adjacent to Beverly Hills, is an un-thought-out idea.   
 
This ALL or NONE thinking, that the same solution fits every segment of the planned Wilshire BRT, 
doesn’t fit what should be the goal of the MTA which should be to create usable public transportation 
but not destroy neighborhoods in the process. 
 
Dedicated bus lanes for Wilshire between Glendon and Comstock are a bad idea because: 
 
1.  Dedicated lanes are not needed.  The 2001 study clearly shows there is no slowing of traffic (cars 
or buses) in this section of Wilshire.  In fact it is the fastest moving segment of any other stretch of 
Wilshire. 
 
2.  Dedicated lanes will cause severe degradation of our R1 community due to major cut-through 
traffic during rush hours as drivers seek another route to eastbound Wilshire.   
 
3.  Dedicated bus lanes in this segment of Wilshire, where traffic and buses already move at high 
speed will endanger those sharing the dedicated lanes including cyclists, pedestrians, left and right 
turning vehicles, cars entering Wilshire from driveways, etc.  
 
4.  Holmby Park, our neighborhood park north of Wilshire at Comstock, is a draw for joggers, walkers, 
parents and nannies with babies in strollers, and the slower moving elderly.  Though there is a signal 
there, it is a very precarious intersection due to the angle of the intersection, a slight curve.  
Dedicated bus lanes will encourage faster bus traffic; disgruntled and harried drivers will be less 
observant of pedestrians, vehicles making turns will not be focusing on those on foot.  I fear an even 
more dangerous intersection. 
  
5.  There is an unnecessary waste of scarce funds to change Wilshire where it is not broken.  No 
“improvement” is needed.  The cookie-cutter approach that one solution fits all is an unfocused, easy 
way out thinking.   
 
I hope you will listen to the many voices with opinions about public transportation.  Yes, Los Angeles 
needs it, but NO, we don’t need dedicated bus lanes from Glendon Ave to Comstock Ave. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jean Bushnell 
10348 Eastborne Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 24 
Bushnell, Jean 

Response to Comment No. 24-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to Westwood area residents, LACMTA staff are now 
considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board.  Alternative A-1 represents a refinement to 
Alternative A as it would involve implementation of the same components, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 24-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 24-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in 
adjacent residential areas. 

Response to Comment No. 24-4 

The safety of cyclists would not be reduced, as lane widths would be no less 
than they are under existing conditions.  Buses and other vehicles should 
continue to pass cyclists only when it is safe to do so.  Bus speeds would not 
pose a danger, as buses would continue to be subject to the speed limit of the 
street on which they travel.  Speed limits would continue to be set consistent 
with City of Los Angeles standards for safe operations.  Please refer to Master 
Response No. 5 concerning access to residential buildings and Master 
Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment No. 24-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment No. 24-6 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
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warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 24-7 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a 
refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  
Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as 
Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Format

email

Date

Jul 10, 2010

Fname

Daniel

File Name

carrillo.daniel.070110

Summary

Supports the project. Include Valencia to Park View.

Email Address

daniel@enlaceinternational.org

LName

Carrillo

Org

Comment

1. I support the findings of the draft EIR.
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia 
to Parkview St. segments in the project where the
Westlake/Alvarado community resides.
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project.

415

19550
Text Box
LETTER 25

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
1



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 25 
Carillo, Daniel 

Response to Comment No. 25-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: sealnbear@aol.com
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 12:52 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Final CD11 Transp. Advis. Comm. Motion--Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project

 
  
  
MOTION:  The CD11 Transportation Advisory Committee advises Metro, LADOT, the FTA and any 
other relevant governmental bodies that the Draft EIR/EA for the Wilshire BRT Project is inadequate 
and flawed because the study area did not include any intersections west of the I-405 and north of 
Wilshire Blvd., and, in addition, it failed to evaluate the overall and/or net increase or decrease in the 
movement of people which the project will cause along the affected section of Wilshire Blvd.  
 The CD 11 Transportation Advisory Committee requests that a new draft EIR/EA be prepared 
to include and evaluate this added data and analysis.   
                    At a minimum, the Draft EIR/EA should address the traffic impacts on Montana Avenue, 
San Vicente Blvd., Sunset Blvd. west of the 405 freeway, Barrington Avenue north of Wilshire and Bundy 
Drive north of Wilshire.  It should also address the impact on the intersections in Brentwood, including 
Sunset/Kenter, Sunset/Bundy, Sunset/Barrington Avenue, Sunset/Barrington Place, Sunset/405/Church, 
Sunset/Carmelina, Montana/Bundy, Montana/San Vicente, Montana/Barrington, San Vicente/Gorham, 
San Vicente/Bundy, San Vicente/Barrington, San Vicente/Bringham/Federal.  
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 26 
Council District 11 Transportation Advisory Committee 

Response to Comment No. 26-1 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how study 
intersections on these streets were identified.  None of the locations identified 
in the comment met the criteria for inclusion in the traffic analysis.  The net 
change in the number of people moved without or with the proposed project 
does not constitute a potential impact under CEQA or NEPA and is, 
therefore, not necessary for evaluating potential project impacts under CEQA 
or NEPA. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 11:27 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: pinky 
Last Name:  cerritos 
Email:      pcerritos@hotmail.com 
Phone:      2134478261 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I think this is a great idea! Please add me to your database 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 27 
Cerritos, Pinky 

Response to Comment No. 27-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  The 
commenter’s name has been added to the project’s database. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 10, 2010

Fname

Suzanne

File Name

chase.suzanne.061010

Summary

Supports the project

Email Address

mshchase@yahoo.com

LName

Chase

Org

Comment

I think this is  WONDERFUL.  Anything to get us out of our cars.  I have loved the Big Red Bus, and the metro.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 28 
Chase, Suzanne 

Response to Comment No. 28-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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3435 Wilshire Boulevard 
Suite 320 

Los Angeles, CA 90010-1904 
 

Angeles Chapter 

 
 

(213) 387-4287 phone 
(213) 387-5383 fax 

www.angeles.sierraclub.org 
 

 
 
July 26, 2010 
 
 
Martha Butler, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Via email: Wilshirebrt@metro.net  
 
 
Re: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Draft EIR comments 
 
 
The Sierra Club has long supported expanded transit to promote more sustainable and 
livable communities, and reduce automobile dependency, sprawl development, air pollution, 
and global warming.  
 
Dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard will improve the performance and appeal of 
buses in this very crowded corridor, especially during the time before the Westside Subway 
extension is completed to Westwood. We support Alternative A’s improvements over 
the original project proposal. 
 
Given that one purpose of the project is to replace pavement damaged by heavy bus 
traffic, we also raise the question of what entity will maintain the new road surface – 
with what funds – in the future? 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Darrell Clarke 
Angeles Chapter Conservation Chair and Transportation Co-Chair 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 29 
Clarke, Darrell, Angeles Chapter Conservation Chair and Transportation Co-
Chair 
Sierra Club 

Response to Comment No. 29-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  It 
should be noted that at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, 
the Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce 
the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to 
Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of 
no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 29-2 

As a public street, Wilshire Boulevard would be maintained by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works using any funds that are available.  As a 
street with a federal designation, it is eligible for many state and federal 
funds, as well as local funds and the City's general fund. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Ira Cohen [ira@irapatco.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 11:04 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Wilshire Bus Rapid transit Comments

To: Martha Butler, Project Manager 
Fr: Ira and Pat Cohen 
      1506 Club View Drive 
      Los Angeles, CA 90024 
 
I support NO PROJECT between Comstock Ave. and  Glendon Ave. for the following reasons:    
                 

• The 2001 FEIR shows the area Between Beverly Hills and Westwood Blvd. has the fastest travel times of 
any segment aalong the Wilshire corridor. Making proposed changes to create a bus only lane  during 
peak hours will create a problem that does not currently exist. 
 

• The FEIR states “peak period transit lane would only be implemented if supported by the local 
jurisdiction”. Clearly those living along the Wilshire Corridor and adjacent neighborhoods have spoken 
against the proposed change. 

 
• That same FEIR under the heading Westwood, states: “This segment of Wilshire Blvd. (between Comstock 

and Selby Ave.) is the only segment of Wilshire blvd. in which transit buses do not experience delay due to 
traffic congestion and therefore no significant benefit was felt to exist from the dedicated transit lanes”. 

 
• Currently, buses travel at accelerated speeds making it dangerous for pedestrians wishing to cross 

Wilshire at Comstock to walk to the public park. Also, many pedestrians cross Wilshire at Beverly Glen 
Blvd. to attend synagogues. It would also pose an extreme danger to cyclists. 

 
• Several churches and synagogues located on Wilshire, operate nursery schools. Fast moving buses cause a 

danger in areas where people drop off children. 
 
• With parking eliminated from 7am – 9am and 4pm – 7pm, a problem is created for those trying to service 

the many condominium buildings that line Wilshire in this segment. 
 
• The segment of Wilshire Blvd. is the ONLY residential corridor of the proposed BRT. 
 

For all of the above reasons, I strongly urge you to eliminate the BRT project from Comstock to Glendon. If it works 
now, why create Chaos? 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Pat and Ira Cohen 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 30 
Cohen, Ira and Pat 

Response to Comment No. 30-1 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA and LADOT are now considering a refinement to Alternative A 
(i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would 
involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the 
exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and 
no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Please refer to Master 
Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock 
Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project and Master Response 
No. 12 regarding bus speeds between Comstock Avenue and Westwood 
Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 30-2 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a 
refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  
Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as 
Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 30-3 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Please refer to Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project and Master Response No. 12 
regarding bus speeds between Comstock Avenue and Westwood Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 30-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety. 
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Response to Comment No. 30-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds 
on churches and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 30-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 30-7 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 30-8 

The comments have been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration.  In consideration of comments and direction received 
at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to 
this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to 
Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-
1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 7:20 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Ann 
Last Name:  Colfax 
Email:      acolfax@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I am a homeowner and long‐time resident of Brentwood Park. I strongly support BRT down the 
length of Wilshire ‐ at least between Western and 26th street.  Let's get the buses moving.  
I would also support it on Santa Monica blvd. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 31 
Colfax, Ann 

Response to Comment No. 31-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Annette Colfax [acolfax@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2010 12:59 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Support for BRT on Wilshire

I am a Brentwood Park homeowner, a boardmember of the Brentwood Park Propertyowners Association, and 
have lived in the Brentwood area for over 20 years.  I strongly support BRT on Wilshire. 
 
A true bus-only lane on Wilshire is badly needed, given the dreadful congestion on the westside.  It would give 
us a viable option for travel during peak hours in peak directions, which we do not have now.  It will make the 
bus system work more effectively and efficiently too - we'll get more service for the money.   I am dismayed 
our councilman is not leading this effort - we can not afford to wait for Beverly Hills or Santa Monica to come 
on board - the worst congestion is in west LA.   I'm all for the subway and the Expo Line, but it is also 
important to get the public transit we have moving.  BRT can be done NOW, with existing funding.    
 
Please put me and my husband, Tom Wilson, a transportation engineer, down as supporters of BRT on 
Wilshire.  We would also support it on other major streets. 
 
Annette 
 
Annette Colfax 
306 Avondale Avenue 
LA CA 90049 

Annette Colfax 
310.395.1398 
cell: 818.223.1882 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 32 
Colfax, Annette 

Response to Comment No. 32-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:13 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Davin  
Last Name:  Corona 
Email:      davincorona@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
1. I support the findings of the draft EIR. 
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor 
amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project 
where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides. 
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project. 
4. We need more bus only lanes that go to the beach and all around Los Angeles 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 33 
Corona, Davin 

Response to Comment No. 33-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 8:19 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Chantal 
Last Name:  Coudoux 
Email:      toulouse2888@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I fully support the timely implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes. It will be 
extremely efficient. I also support the draft EIR and would urge the city council to adopt 
the Alternative A proposal but it should include Valencia to Parkview St. segments.  
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 34 
Coudoux, Chantal 

Response to Comment No. 34-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Ms. Martha Butler
Project Manager
Wilshire Bus Rapid transit Project
Metro. MS 99-23-1
Orre Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles. CA 90012

July 24. 2010

Dear Ms. Butler:

I am submitting a few personal comments/questions on the EIR/EA prepared by Metro
tbr the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project on Wilshire Blvd. I should also point out that
while I am a board member of the West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council and chair of
its Planning Land Use Management Comnrittee. my conlments are not subniitted in either
of those capacities.

Briefly. I would like to comment on the following aspects of the project which are

addressed in the EIR/EA:

1. While I believe that tlie spirit of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 has been met
in the Alternatives Section. Chapter 5, I think that the range of Alternatives might
be broadened by combining some elements noted in the respective Alternatives A
through C to create at least an additional alternative.

2. There is no substantive treatment of alternatives fiom the standpoint of economic
viability as noted in CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(0(1). The conversion of curb
lanes during AM and PM peak hours will certainly afl'ect contiguous land uses,

especially those requiring convenient physical access. by rendering potentially
significant economic impacts on local retail and service businesses. Can these

impacts be addressed?

3. If the project site constitutes a significant O&D point. what reduction in ADT will
be achieved through the proposed regional bus service'?

4. One of the general project goals is to "encourage [a] shift from autornobile usc to
public transit by continuing to attract new transit riders." Can the means for
achieving this goal be indicated briefly and what are the implications fbr reducing
congestion on Wilshire Blvd. stemming lrom its O&D function?

5. Where sidewalks are affected by the pro.ject. will any reductions be to a uniform
width or range throughout the length of the project? What are the implications fbr
pedestrian movement? My concerns here are focused especially on the Wilshire
Blvd. oortion between Federal Ave. and Barrinston Ave.
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6. While I am fully aware that the scope of air quality impact analysis is dictated by
the regulatory environment. I am concerned about particulate matter and the
limitation of concern to fine particulates PMle and PM: s. As a considerable body
of contemporary research has demonstrated. ultrafine particles <PM z s constitute
a significant public health threat. Could some indication of the adverse efTects be
notcd here?

7. Assuming an increase in traffic speeds along Wilshire Blvd. during the
operational phase of the proiect. dBA should increase. Is this aspect reflected in
the predicted noise levels?

8. Construction noise impacts at fbur sites are shown to be significant since they
exceed the l5 dBA threshold. What specific mitigation measures are appropriate
tbr these sites?

9. Ambient sound level measurements, L,,,o,, exceed 80dBA for seven locations.
Duringthe operationalphase of the project. what increases in dBA can be
expected at these locations?

10. As new construction or modif'rcation of existing buildings proceeds along
Wilshire Blvd.. sound deflection onto surrounding land uses, especially sensitive
receptors can be expected. Can this aspect be addressed with appropriate
mitigation measures?

Thank you fbr vour consideration.

| ----*- 
*l-\

\ ((- \ \ \ r'
V\- \-v-,"--\ )"\*lr\) . -t--
W. Tim Dagodag. Ph.D. 2

Environmental Education and Communications. Inc.
tda*ocil]!lrf {, r,'cr izo u. n ej
Phone: 805 407-6467
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 35 
Dagodag, Tim, Board Member and Chair of Planning Land Use Management 
Committee 
West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council 

Response to Comment No. 35-1 

The comment has been noted. 

Response to Comment No. 35-2 

The planning effort for a project includes a process known as public scoping.  
It is during this time that the public is asked to present ideas and concerns 
that should be taken into consideration as the plan is initiated, including 
other alternatives.  In the fall of 2009, a 30-day public scoping period was 
held, including four public scoping meetings, for the Wilshire BRT Project.  
It was during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated should have 
been raised. 

Response to Comment No. 35-3 

The proposed project would be limited to the public right-of-way and would 
have no long-term impact to the physical access of local retail and service 
businesses along Wilshire Boulevard.  Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EA 
acknowledged that construction work may temporarily reduce the capacity of, 
and cause delays to, the traffic flow along Wilshire Boulevard.  The City and 
County of Los Angeles would be required to prepare and implement a Traffic 
Management Plan that would best serve the mobility and safety needs of the 
motoring public, construction workers, businesses, and community, as well 
as facilitate the flow of automobile and pedestrian traffic during construction.  
The plan would consist of a temporary traffic control plan that addresses both 
the transportation operations and public information components.  In order 
to minimize the traffic impacts to the extent possible, several mitigation 
measures will need to be implemented along the project corridor to help 
mitigate the temporary construction impact to traffic and the adjacent 
businesses.  Some of these measures include traffic control devices and 
possibly flagmen and/or traffic officers, frequent street sweeping, and the 
implementation of diversions/detours to facilitate traffic flow throughout the 
construction zones.  In addition, a Construction Phasing and Staging Plan 
would be required to control the impacts of construction in any segment by 
limiting the areas that may be constructed at a particular time.  The goal of 
the construction phasing plan would be to maximize the work area under 
construction while minimizing the inconvenience to the businesses and 
motoring public.  The proposed action would be required to comply with the 
Holiday Moratorium, which prohibits construction work from November 15 
through January 2. 

A minimum of one-week advance notice would be provided to individual 
owners (businesses and residences), owner’s agents, and tenants of buildings 
adjacent to work-site before impairing access to those buildings and use of 
adjacent public ways or prohibiting stopping and parking of vehicles.  
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Additionally, temporary special signs would be used to mitigate the effects of 
construction on businesses by informing customers that merchants and other 
businesses are open and to provide special access directions if warranted.  A 
minimum 3-foot pedestrian access along sidewalks would be maintained at 
all times. 

Public awareness strategies include various methods to educate and reach out 
to the public, businesses, and the community concerning the project and 
work zone.  The public component piece of the Traffic Management Plan 
may include organizing and hosting project briefings for area residents, local 
workforce, commuters and business owners; consultation with area 
homeowner associations, neighborhood councils, and Business Improvement 
Districts (BID); responding to telephone calls and e-mails; design and 
distribution of a project brochure; issuing construction notices to inform 
public of construction schedules; attending weekly construction progress 
meetings and reporting community concerns; working closely with affected 
Council Districts, as well as the Mayor’s Los Angeles Business Team to 
mitigate concerns; issuing news releases to local media to inform public of 
traffic impacts: and, developing and managing a project website and/or 
telephone hotline. 

Response to Comment No. 35-4 

The Wilshire BRT Project would improve local bus service, as well as regional 
bus service, since the bus lanes would be used for all transit buses.  For trips 
that originate and end at points along Wilshire Boulevard, it is reasonable to 
expect that a portion of the trips would shift from car trips to bus trips since 
all buses would experience improved performance.  It is expected that people 
would make the shift after they realize that taking buses would save them 
time and money.  This mode shift would reduce average daily traffic (ADT) 
along Wilshire Boulevard.  However, the actual reduction in ADT along 
Wilshire Boulevard would be difficult to quantify since the bus lanes would 
only be in operation during peak periods. 

Response to Comment No. 35-5 

The Wilshire BRT Project is a means in itself for encouraging a shift from 
automobile use to public transit by continuing to attract new transit riders.  
With the improvements made with the implementation of the Wilshire/ 
Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, bus travel times were reduced by an 
average of 29% and ridership increased by almost 40%.  Bus lanes are a key 
attribute of Bus Rapid Transit.  Bus lanes make transit usage more attractive 
by reducing transit travel times, increasing service reliability, and improving 
safety.  Wilshire Boulevard would remain an important origin/destination 
(O&D); however, more people are anticipated to use public transit to get to 
and from their destinations.  By providing bus lanes during the peak periods 
when traffic is at its worst, travel times will remain relatively constant due to 
the bus lane’s separation from mixed-flow traffic.  

440



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-133 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 35-6 

The majority of sidewalks within the Wilshire BRT Project area would not be 
affected.  The only affected segments are between Bonsall Avenue and 
Federal Avenue within the County of Los Angeles and between Federal 
Avenue and Barrington Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, where actual street 
widening is being proposed.  Within the segment between Bonsall Avenue 
and Federal Avenue, sidewalks would remain at a minimum of 10 feet wide.  
Within the segment between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue, 
sidewalks would remain at a minimum of 8 feet wide.  This sidewalk width of 
8 feet would allow for easy pedestrian movement and accessibility. 

Eight-foot sidewalks currently exist along several major streets in the City, 
including streets located in areas with high pedestrian volume, such as the 
Business District.  There is no reported incidence related to the width of those 
sidewalks.  Although the City generally maintains sidewalks at least 10 feet 
wide, retail activity and pedestrian volumes are fairly low along this segment 
of the proposed project.  Therefore, the reduction of sidewalk widths to create 
additional capacity for an eastbound bus lane is considered a reasonable re-
allocation of limited public right-of-way.  Additionally, it avoids the need to 
acquire additional right-of-way in a built-out segment of Wilshire Boulevard, 
maintains Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, and preserves 
eastbound mixed-flow capacity through a traffic bottleneck.  Traffic lanes are 
already at minimal 10 feet width and cannot be narrowed further for wider 
sidewalk.  A number of businesses in this segment also maintain pedestrian 
plazas or other publicly-accessible areas along the sidewalks. 

Response to Comment No. 35-7 

The Draft EIR/EA followed the SCAQMD prescribed methodology for 
evaluation of localized impacts related to criteria pollutants during long-term 
operations.  All significance conclusions were based on clearly defined 
thresholds that are sufficiently referenced/sourced within the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment No. 35-8 

Noise from motor vehicle traffic associated with the proposed project was 
analyzed using the data from the project’s traffic study (Iteris, 2010 and 
2011), which analyzed change in speeds.  Furthermore, the proposed project 
would not change the existing speed limit. 

As explained in the “Project-Related Traffic Noise” subsection within “Section 
4.3 Noise” of the Draft EIR/EA, according to the noise analysis (which takes 
into account vehicle speeds), noise levels along the project corridor are 
expected to change by no more than 1 dBA along the project corridor.  This 
change would be imperceptible to existing noise-sensitive receptors and 
would not violate local thresholds. 
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Response to Comment No. 35-9 

As explained in the “Construction Noise” subsection within “Section 4.3 
Noise,” of the Draft EIR/EA: 

“Although the increases in noise levels would be substantial, 
the increases would be intermittent and temporary during 
daytime hours as permitted by the City’s Noise Ordinance 
(i.e., 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. during weekdays, and 8:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m. do Saturdays).” 

Nonetheless, noise control measures are recommended during construction 
to reduce the noise levels to the extent practicable in order to minimize the 
impact on nearby sensitive receptors. 

Specifically, Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-6 would be incorporated into 
the project contract specifications to minimize construction noise impacts at 
the sites of concern. 

Response to Comment No. 35-10 

In the “Operational Impacts” subsection within “Section 4.3 Noise,” of the 
Draft EIR/EA, operational noise levels were predicted using the Community 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) descriptor.  CNEL is a measure of average 
noise levels in the community over a 24-hour period.  Since the CNEL levels 
during the operational phase of the project were found to change by no more 
than 1 dBA, it would be expected that Lmax levels, if measured during future 
operational conditions, would also be less or would not increase substantially. 

The Lmax represents the root-mean-square maximum obtainable noise level 
measured during a given monitoring interval.  For the purpose of comparing 
existing noise levels to predicted future noise levels, the Lmax is typically not 
used because it is not an accurate representative measure of the average 
constant sound level during the interval period.  The Lmax represents a 
statistical outlier demonstrating the maximum range of noise generated 
during the interval period.  Therefore, the Leq, or average (which takes into 
account the entire range of values during the measurement period), is used to 
characterize the noise environment.  The Lmax value is actually part of the 
range of values during the measurement period out of which the Leq value is 
constructed.  The Ldn or CNEL are typically used in characterizing community 
noise, and also are average measure values (using a 24-hour interval period) 
of a given range of values. 

Using average measurements also gives weight to noise levels during off-peak 
periods, when quieter conditions produce lower noise levels.  This is 
important because using a measure of Lmax would inaccurately set a higher 
than average baseline noise level for a neighborhood and may make increases 
in noise levels due to construction or change in operational noise conditions 
appear insignificant even though a quieter existing noise level than 
represented by the Lmax may be much more accurate with respect to existing 
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conditions.  Using an average like the CNEL, Ldn, or Leq is, thus, a more 
accurate, representative, and conservative measure. 

Response to Comment No. 35-11 

The proposed project consists of a linear existing roadway alignment 
(Wilshire Boulevard), and any noise from the proposed project during 
construction would be temporary at any one given segment along the total 
alignment.  Therefore, the effect of construction noise from the proposed 
project, in combination with other building construction or modification 
projects located along Wilshire Boulevard, would be less-than-significant.  
Construction of the proposed project would move from one segment to 
another along the corridor and would not result in long-term construction 
activities along the whole of the alignment or on a localized stationary site. 
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Format

email

Date

Jul 2, 2010

Fname

Gwen 

File Name

darchangelis.gwen.070210

Summary

Supports the project.

Email Address

darcange@ucla.edu

LName

D'Arcangelis

Org

Comment

Make the Bus Only Lanes a reality in LA. There are many many bus riders, and it is an important means for transport in an automobile-
packed city. Making a bus only lane will help transportation be more
sustainable. We need more public transit, less individual autos. Plus, many people are dependent upon buses, and it is important to make the 
means of transportation for so many riders more efficient and
faster!
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 36 
D’Arcangelis, Gwen 

Response to Comment No. 36-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Format

email

Date

Jul 4, 2010

Fname

Brandon

File Name

dehart.brandon.070410

Summary

Supports the project.

Email Address

chicodeojosazules@gmail.com

LName

De Hart

Org

Comment

I am writing to express my support for the proposed bus-only lanes on Wilshire Boulevard. The buses running along Wilshire are undoubtedly 
the most used lines in the city. I believe this would help the flow
of traffic and might make taking public transportation more attractive to those who have a choice in their mode of transportation.
It will make much more of a difference to those of us that have to take the bus. This project seems like the least the MTA could do to make 
the daily lives of bus riders better, especially now that we have
been hit with an unfair and arbitrary fare hike. Thank you.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 37 
De Hart, Brandon 

Response to Comment No. 37-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

448



Marcelo, Madonna

From: Delshad, Doreen [ddelshad@lausd.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 11:04 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: no on project

I am a local Westwood resident and I oppose the proposed bus lane from Comstock to Glendon. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dori Delshad 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38 
Delshad, Doreen 

Response to Comment No. 38-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a 
refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  
Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as 
Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:00 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Daniel 
Last Name:  Dorman 
Email:      ddorman8@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Dedicated bus lane a BAD idea.  
 
∙         The 2001 study shows that there is no slowing of traffic, cars or buses, in that 
stretch of Wilshire.  In fact, it is the fastest moving segment of any other stretch of 
Wilshire.  It moves just fine. 
 
∙        One alternative is to remove jut‐outs that allow access to the buildings along this 
stretch.  As there would be no street parking (approx. 100 spots would be lost), there would 
be no way to service the high rise buildings, churches, synagogues and the Belmont Assisted 
Living facility.  There are no alleys, so cars would have to enter the neighborhoods for this 
purpose. 
 
∙        Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch right now.  A dedicated bus lane would 
allow for greater speeds endangering cyclists and pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go to 
Holmby Park, synagogues and churches. 
 
∙        Narrowing car lanes will create backups from Bev. Hills to Comstock, resulting in 
more pollution from cars sitting in traffic. 
 
∙        Forcing the stretch from Comstock to Glendon to change when nothing is wrong is a 
costly waste of City funds and benefits absolutely no one. 
 
  
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 39 
Dorman, Daniel 

Response to Comment No. 39-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
However, in consideration of comments and direction received at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this 
comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A 
(i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would 
involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the 
exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and 
no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 39-2 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.   Please refer to Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project and Master Response No. 12 
regarding bus speeds between Comstock Avenue and Westwood Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 39-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 39-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds 
on churches and schools. 
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Response to Comment No. 39-5 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Please refer to Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project and Master Response No. 12 
regarding bus speeds between Comstock Avenue and Westwood Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 39-6 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 10:37 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Daniel 
Last Name:  Dorman 
Email:      ddorman8@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
The Wilshire BRT is a BAD idea. 
 
∙         The 2001 study shows that there is no slowing of traffic, cars or buses, in that 
stretch of Wilshire.  In fact, it is the fastest moving segment of any other stretch of 
Wilshire.  It moves just fine. 
 
∙        One alternative is to remove jut‐outs that allow access to the buildings along this 
stretch.  As there would be no street parking (approx. 100 spots would be lost), there would 
be no way to service the high rise buildings, churches, synagogues and the Belmont Assisted 
Living facility.  There are no alleys, so cars would have to enter the neighborhoods for this 
purpose. 
 
∙        Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch right now.  A dedicated bus lane would 
allow for greater speeds endangering cyclists and pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go to 
Holmby Park, synagogues and churches. 
 
∙        Narrowing car lanes will create backups from Bev. Hills to Comstock, resulting in 
more pollution from cars sitting in traffic. 
 
∙        Forcing the stretch from Comstock to Glendon to change when nothing is wrong is a 
costly waste of City funds and benefits absolutely no one. 
 
Daniel Dorman 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-148 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 40 
Dorman, Daniel 

Response to Comment No. 40-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 39-1 through 39-6. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: drapkin allen [drapkinus@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:54 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: BRT

We favor NO PROJECT for wilshire BRT from comstock ave to glendon. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-150 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 41 
Drapkin, Allen 

Response to Comment No. 41-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. in consideration of comments and 
direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a 
direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a 
refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  
Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as 
Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the 
western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Charles Edelsohn P.E.
California Board of Registration for Professional Engineers    E 7224  CS 3599

10334 Wilkins Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90024 
July 25, 2010

Martha Butler, Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transit Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012.
Via email  <wilshirebrt@metro.net>

INTRODUCTION - This letter is a revision and update of my previous letter of October 2009.  The
update is simple  because so very little has changed in the interim.  The primary difference between
2009 and 2010 is that a new traffic study has been conducted.  Conducting the study was good but
the stark discrepancy between the results of the MTA study and the recent LADOT study means that
one or both are faulty.  This project should not proceed without resolution of the discrepancies. 
While this is my major new objection to the present DEIR, I also include five other major objections
to supplement the objections I have previously raised. 

We often hear the saying, “It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to understand this.”  The Wilshire
Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit (WBRT) proposal is very complex, does take a rocket scientist, and
I am one.  Before I retired as Chief Scientist, Hughes Aircraft Company, Space and Communications
Group, Systems Laboratories Directorate, I designed even more complex space satellite systems. 
For example, I was the chief architect of a proposal, with CalTech, to put a radio telescope in a crater
on the back side of the moon.  (I have provided a current resume of as Appendix I.)

The WBRT project must satisfy a combination of social, political, construction engineering, traffic
engineering, safety engineering, and environmental engineering requirements.  In this letter, I will
attempt to outline the problems and propose some solutions.

I am a Professional Engineer, registered with the State of California.  I am a member of both the
Westwood Homeowners Association and the Comstock Hills Homeowners Association.  I was
formerly a Vice President of each.  I am currently a Director of the Comstock Hills Association, 
however, this letter does not represent the official position of either organization.  I live within half
a mile of Wilshire Boulevard in Westwood.

The MTA seems to want to start their history in 2004.  To me this is indeed strange.  So much so that
I have appended my letter of June 15, 2000 (Appendix H.) as published in the MTA 2001 Final EIR
for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit project.   I also include the first four pages of that FEIR as
Appendix C.  This project has a much longer history than has been made apparent.  The past studies
(e.g. Appendix G - DOT Report to Council) and tests should not be ignored but used to guide the
current effort.  My letter of 2000, by itself, could be a valid response to this request for input with
little changed but the date.  However, in this letter I will update that ten year old response to
accommodate the more recent changes.
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My response will address the concept of installing bus only lanes on Wilshire Boulevard by dealing
with six major issues:  

1.  Cost Effectiveness 
2.  Traffic Analysis
3.  Basis of Traffic Analysis 
4.  Alternative Approaches 
5.  Impacts That Can’t be Mitigated
6.  Non Participation by Beverly Hills and Santa Monica

I.  Cost Effectiveness  - The Concept, as Presented Through the Years, is Faulty and Should
be Delayed or Abandoned Until or Unless the Past Errors are Corrected and a Realistic and
Accurate Cost, Benefit, and Impact Analysis is Accomplished.

The basic premise of the project is that bus service will be improved to such an extent that people
will ride the bus instead of driving private cars.  The DEIR assumes (without evidence or proof) 
that, while the total traffic capacity of Wilshire will be reduced because the two bus lanes will not
be used to full capacity, nevertheless the number of people moved will increase because the buses
will go faster.  There is no justification for this assumption to be found in the document.  Only a
vague statement of goals is presented in Section 2.4 of Chapter 2, the Project Description.  Previous
presentations by the MTA argued the effectiveness vigorously but my rebuttal challenged their
methodology and their results and my challenges have never been answered.  (In a meeting with Ms.
Robinson (LADOT), her staff suggested that they could improve my analysis by substituting actual
data for one of my assumptions. That study should be released, if done.  If not done, it should be.) 
The basic MTA performance claim is lacking and past claims have been false.  Let us examine
the history and evidence to substantiate my assertions:

A.  The Curitiba Premise and Problems - As detailed in the briefing charts appended, this concept
started in the 1980s with a visit to Curitiba, Brazil, by Zev Yaroslavsky, now LA County Supervisor. 
The Supervisor was shown a well functioning, bus only lane system soon after it was inaugurated. 
What he did not see was the analysis made soon thereafter which showed that the system was
breaking down because of interference by increasing levels of bus and automobile traffic and that
even the initial success was based on much larger buses with multiple doors and a fare prepayment
system which allowed the entire load of 270 passengers to enter and exit very quickly, much like a
subway system.  These assertions are documented both in the briefing charts and in the report by
Darrell Clarke dated June 23, 2000, which is also submitted as Appendix B.

B. The Rosendahl Test - As documented in the briefing charts and Appendices E and F, Los
Angeles Councilman Bill Rosendahl requested a test of the concept in his 6  Council District.  Theth

results were so catastrophic that he soon moved in the LA City Council that the test be stopped
immediately.  An analysis by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) provided the
explanation.  Just as in Curitiba, the delays in automobile traffic which resulted from the bus only
lanes caused all lanes, bus lanes included, to bog down.  Traffic diverted miles north and south, to
Sunset Boulevard and to Santa Monica Boulevard, causing a ripple of delays spreading outward from
the tiny test zone.  
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C.  Mitigation Costs - The 2001 County MTA FEIR pointed out that mitigations of the deleterious
effects of instituting bus only lanes would be necessary.  However, the approach contained in the EIR
was that the impacts should be evaluated after the bus lanes were in place and that mitigations should
then be made and paid for by the City of Los Angeles.  This same shift of responsibility from County
to City should not be allowed in the current EIR.

D.  Performance - The studies and analyses which led up to the 2001 FEIR claimed that instituting
the bus only lanes would improve total transportation passenger service by 41%.  However, the
studies were flawed in that they compared apples to oranges.  They compared bus capacity (135
passengers) to assumed car ridership  (1.32 total).   A more fair comparison would have been bus
capacity to car capacity.  I made this calculation.  Under these conditions, the dedicated bus lanes
result in a 7 % decrease in total passenger service.  This is documented in the briefing included as
Appendix A.  LADOT engineers suggested that they might be able to improve my analysis by using
real car ridership data available to them instead of using either my assumption or that of the MTA. 
The current DEIR does not even bother to analyze performance.  It simply assumes that
performance will be improved enough to justify the cost.

The current project must guard against the possibility that the self interests might bias the results. 
In this case the study was done by and for the MTA, which would benefit from increased bus
ridership.  This apparent conflict of interest should be eliminated.  The studies and preparation of
the FEIR should be conducted by an independent agency or, at the least, be reviewed and critiqued
by independent practitioners before publication.

E.  Effect on Bus Rider Traffic - The basic assumption of the studies has been that the original
Curitiba experience could be duplicated in Los Angeles.  As described in Section A above, the
Curitiba system started to break down soon after it was so highly touted to Los Angeles visitors.  The
LADOT has made some studies to determine the effect on automobile traffic.  The Rosendahl Test
may be considered a pilot run to demonstrate such effects.  What is needed is a very accurate
computer simulation to determine whether and how much the bus rider’s travel time will be helped
by bus only lanes, supplemented by a pilot run to test the validity of the computer model.  

Without an accurate prediction of bus rider improvement, the claims of vastly improved bus service
may be deluding bus riders.  Bus service is poor.  Will this idea really help, or will the effect on
automobile traffic so bog down intersections that the busses themselves will be mired in traffic? 
(See the report on the Curitiba experience in Appendix B.)  Are the bus riders willing to take the
word of the agency that has been failing them for years?

Project Cost Methodology - The cost should be analyzed by including both the cost of construction
and also including the cost of traffic delays both during construction and after completion.  The cost
of the project is not justified and the MTA makes no claim, at least in this document, that it is.  The
decision should be made primarily on the basis of cost effectiveness and the MTA should be required
to present their analytical results and defend their position.

Cost Effectiveness Summary - The basic premise of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (bus only lane)
Proposal is the assumption that dedicated bus lanes will increase the speed of buses in all segments
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of the corridor and therefore will  increase the service of the buses to its ridership.  At the same time
it is also assumed that the reduction in automotive passengers will be overcome by the increase in
bus  passengers.  Past performance improvement arguments  have been shown to be in error.  This
time the claim is not even made but is merely assumed.  Before this project is approved, the errors
in past studies and study methodologies must be corrected, studies must be done to demonstrate that
the claimed benefits are real, that the bus ridership will actually be helped, that the total
transportation ridership will be increased, that the deleterious impacts on automobile traffic will be
mitigated, that the deleterious effects on residents living on and adjacent to the Wilshire corridor can
be mitigated, and that the cost of the mitigations are accommodated within the project cost budget.

II.  Traffic Analysis - The traffic analysis is faulty.  This is immediately apparent when the current
MTA analysis is compared to the almost identical LADOT analysis done in 2005. At the request of
Council, the LADOT conducted a series of analyses of the impact of instituting bus only lanes on
traffic flow (see Appendix G).  The results were catastrophic.  Delays at Fairfax were calculated at
109% increase.  Delays at Beverly Glen were calculated at 124% increase.  The only mitigations
available seem to be diverting traffic onto alternate streets, many residential streets.  However, even
with these diversions onto residential streets the increased delays remain at serious levels (e.g. 69%
increase at Beverly Glen).   

The new 2010 MTA analysis shows the traffic delays at Beverly Glen decreased by about 5% for
the base project and increased for the Alternative by about 9%.  Similar discrepancies are found at
other locations.  Such large discrepancies must be explained before this project is approved and
large sums of public money are spent.

III.  Basis of Traffic Analysis - Future developments listed in the DEIR do not include the major
developments approved in Century City, the Blade, the Constellation Boulevard project, nor the
Robinson’s May development nor the two developments planned for the Hilton site.  Inclusion of
these and other expected developments will make the traffic delays much worse.  It is
unconscionable for this impact report to ignore the potential of such large traffic generating projects
already approved for construction.

IV.  Alternative Approaches - The Westwood Corridor Should be Excluded as it was in 2001. 

The Alternative A Project, which retains the jut outs in the Westwood Corridor area, is presented
without justification and comparison with the base project.  There are two motivations: improved
access for the condo residents and avoidance of residential cut through traffic.  The effect of reduced
parking and limited delivery access on Wilshire is described but the potential for traffic jams and cut
through traffic at Comstock is not, and neither is cited as a motivation.  Mitigation of cut through
traffic at Comstock is not included in the mitigation list.  There is only passing mention of signage
indicating that one east bound traffic lane will disappear at Comstock.  The relative benefits of
Alternative A should be explained and evaluated.

A.  Impacts on the Wilshire Adjacent Residents - As was well documented in the LADOT report
on the Rosendahl Test (Appendix E), and on other occasions such as installation of fiber optic cables
on Wilshire Boulevard, as described in the briefing charts (Appendix A), when the curb lanes of
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Wilshire Boulevard have been denied to traffic, tremendous traffic jams have occurred.  As a result,
traffic has diverted to adjacent (and not so adjacent) streets.  Along the Westwood corridor, almost
all the adjacent streets are residential, and most are single family residential streets.  Harried
commuters seeking relief from traffic jams often speed and fail to observe stop signs in these
residential neighborhoods.  They present a clear danger to the children in our neighborhoods.  

One extremely vulnerable location is the intersection at Comstock Avenue.  To the west, Wilshire
Boulevard is three lanes in either direction but the right-of-way is wide enough for four or more
lanes.  To the east, through the Los Angeles Country Club and Beverly Hills, the right-of -way
narrows to allow only the three existing traffic lanes.  If the jut-outs to the west are removed and the
Boulevard is expanded to four lanes to the west of Comstock, this will allow three mixed traffic
lanes plus a dedicated bus lane.  To the east of Comstock, the dedicated bus lane must reduce the
mixed flow lanes to two, creating a major problem.  

Under these circumstances (jut-outs removed) automobile traffic flowing east from Westwood to
Beverly Hills will experience a bottleneck as traffic is squeezed from three, down to two lanes.  The
natural escape route for these rush hour commuters is to take Comstock and Club View Avenues,
both single family residential streets with children, to Santa Monica Boulevard and thence to
reconnect to eastbound Wilshire in Beverly Hills where three traffic lanes will again be available. 
Instituting a deliberate narrowing at Comstock which encourages commuter traffic to divert to single
family residential streets is a tragic disaster in the making, with the potential for consequent legal
actions against the City and the County MTA a foregone conclusion.

B.  Impacts on Condominium Residents - In general the condominiums on Wilshire back up
against single or multiple family residences.  In most cases there are no alleys at the rear of the
condominiums.  Seldom are there loading docks or parking spaces for delivery trucks.  They rely on
the parking spaces on Wilshire for deliveries.  The “jut-outs” protect the “cut-ins” so parking is
possible on the boulevard.  Removal of the jut-outs to allow widening of the street to add a bus lane
removes these necessary parking spaces.  It also increases traffic by requiring traffic to loop through
single family residential areas to be able to access driveways now available by making left turns from
the median.

C.  History  - The briefing charts (Appendix A) reproduce a portion of page 4 of the 2001 FEIR, also
shown in original form in Appendix C-4.  The studies performed by the MTA staff resulted in the
MTA reaching the conclusion that the Westwood corridor was the only portion of the Wilshire
corridor in which busses were able to run at maximum speeds and that bus only lanes were not
necessary.  They found that the potential for significant cut through traffic, most clearly at Comstock
Avenue but likely at many locations in the residential Westwood corridor, was great.  They found
that the reduction in parking along the Westwood corridor would greatly impact residents.  The
combination of serious negative impacts and negligible positive benefit led them to exclude the
Westwood corridor in 2001.  This exclusion was confirmed in the MTA letter to Councilperson
Gruel in 2006 (Appendix D).

The major discrepancy between the recommendations in the 2001 FEIR and in the present
DEIR must be explained. The 2001 report specifically recommended against including the
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Westwood Corridor, yet the present report includes it.  Similarly the current report claims the
Rosendahl test at Barrington was a success, shut down only to await integration of the rest of the
system, while the public record shows intense public outrage over the terrible effect on traffic.  The
facts have not changed in the interim. 
 
In 2010 traffic still moves far better in this segment than anywhere else along the Wilshire corridor. 
The potential for cut through traffic and the impact of reduced parking remains serious.  Conditions
have not changed and the result of any unbiased study will also remain the same.  This study needs
to be redone with a thorough analysis of impacts and benefits.  When this is done the results will be
the same as those reached by the MTA in 2001.  They should stand. 

The only motivation for including the Westwood Wilshire residential Corridor in the project seems
to be an arbitrary interpretation of the Federal funding rules that sets a minimum number of miles
for a project.  It would be far better to seek a better interpretation of the funding rules and apply the
Westwood Corridor portion of the money to the midtown area where it could be used to much better
advantage.  Surely Congressman Waxman would see the wisdom of this approach and support it.

This project is unnecessary and has significant negative impacts in  the Wilshire Westwood
Corridor. The best solution is to make this corridor a No Project zone which would allow
mixed flow in all traffic lanes.  Second best is to adopt the Alternative A plan retaining the jut-
outs but allowing bus only lanes during peak hours.

V.  Impacts That Can’t be Mitigated - Cost Transfer from County to City - Even the lax
standards used by the MTA in this DEIR show 18 or 19 intersections where serious impacts cannot
be mitigated.  Such impacts cannot be left unresolved and the basis for future major costs.  This is
an improper transfer of an unfunded liability from the County to the City of Los Angeles.  

VI.  Non Participation by Beverly Hills and Santa Monica - Failure to convince either
independent city to join this project is a serious problem.  Even if the project should work as claimed
in Los Angeles, the overall performance will be severely restricted by these two holes in two of the
most congested regions of the Wilshire Boulevard traffic flow system.  Why did these two Cities
refuse?  Their reasons and their negative analyses should be included in the total study. 

Further, exclusion of these two Cities will seriously affect those of us who live near the boundaries. 
For example, as previously noted, unless the Alternative A Project, which retains the jut outs in the
Westwood Corridor is adopted, or a Westwood No Project zone is created, the eastbound traffic will
back up and attempt to cut through at Comstock.

Summary - This report presents six reasons why the present DEIR is faulty and why the project
needs extensive review and modification before it is considered.  The project is not cost effective,
the traffic analysis is faulty, the traffic analysis is based on incomplete consideration of traffic
generating approved construction projects, the impacts that can’t be mitigated represent a
likely transfer of liability to the City, and the non participation of Beverly Hills and Santa
Monica impacts its neighbors and their reasoning should be included.
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In addition to my own evidence against this project, I wish to incorporate by reference the Los
Angeles City Council File on this topic, Council File 03-2337-S1, and the 2001 MTA FEIR for the
Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project..

I also call to your attention the set of briefing charts I include as Appendix A and referenced in the
discussion.  These briefing charts present both the historical record of how this project has
progressed from the year 2000 and the evidence for how and why the project is faulty.

Having pointed out some of the problems associated with the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project as
presently conceived, I feel obligated as a Professional Engineer to offer more solutions than I have
suggested in this short letter.  Therefore I offer my services as a part time consultant, without charge,
to review the study and its methodology, to determine whether this proposed project will be
effective, what its costs will be, and whether its benefits make the project worthwhile from the
perspective of the society, politics, and the engineering.

Sincerely yours,

Charles Edelsohn, PE

Appendices

Appendix A Briefing Charts 
Appendix B Report on the Curitiba, Brazil Bus Only Lane System
Appendix C (1-4) 2001 MTA FEIR pages
Appendix D Metro Letter to Councilperson Gruel 
Appendix E LADOT Letter to Councilperson Gruel 
Appendix F Councilman Rosendahl Motion to Council
Appendix G LADOT Report to Council
Appendix I Resume
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WILSHIRE BUS RAPID TRANSITWILSHIRE BUS RAPID TRANSIT
THE PHOENIX RISES

CE
Charles Edelsohn

15 October, 2009

CRE 101-10-09
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Wilshire BRT Issues – October 2009 CE

Some of the traffic problems:
● Per LADOT - It will greatly increase delays at critical intersections.
● It will put traffic on residential streets such as Ashton, Lindbrook,● It will put traffic on residential streets such as Ashton, Lindbrook, 

Comstock, and Club View.
● Contrary to MTA claims, it will decrease persons moved per day.

Some of the other problems:Some of the other problems:
● The current plan reverses the 2001 FEIR studies.
● The increase in traffic by 2009 has not changed the fundamentals.
● The new EIR studies in Westwood will not support the reversal● The new EIR studies in Westwood will not support the reversal.
● Adoption of the current plan will incense many.

CRE 10-10-09

467



Wilshire BRT History to October 2009

MTA introduced Concept in 2000

CE

MTA introduced Concept in 2000. 
● Neighborhood response negative, LA Times editorial negative.
● We convinced the MTA that busways cause harm in Westwood. 
● 2001 FEIR made exception from Selby to Comstock● 2001 FEIR made exception from Selby to Comstock.

In 2009, little has changed.  
This briefing covers the same logic and facts with some recent updates:

● MTA errors● MTA errors.
● Curitiba problems.
● City Council actions 2005 – 2007.
● Sudden revival fall 2007 (Federal $17M)● Sudden revival - fall 2007  (Federal $17M).
● Sandy Brown actions. 
● City Attorney decision.

T t ti C itt M ti 2009● Transportation Committee Meeting 2009
● Conclusions and Recommendations.

CRE 10-40-09
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Our 2001 Flyers Included the LA Times Editorial
Copyright,  2001, Los  Angeles Times.
Reprinted by permission.     

            Neighborhood Alert

Copyright,  2001, Los  Angeles Times.
Reprinted by permission.     

            Neighborhood Alert

CE

 
The April  29, 2001 Los  Angeles
Times  Editorial  shown here is  in
agreement with the position many of
us in the Century Westwood Watch
have. We are concerned that the MTA
is starting another major project in our
immediate neighborhood with little
consideration for the impact on us. 
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The MTA plans to remove one lane of
traffic  in  each direction along the
entire  length of  Wilshire Blvd. to
construct dedicated busways..   The
busways will restrict left turns and
create safety hazards. The loss of a
lane  will force motorists to find other
streets.  From Westwood Village to

The MTA plans to remove one lane of
traffic  in  each direction along the
entire  length of  Wilshire Blvd. to
construct dedicated busways..   The
busways will restrict left turns and
create safety hazards. The loss of a
lane  will force motorists to find other
streets.  From Westwood Village to

The MTA plans to remove one lane of
traffic  in  each direction along the

g
Comstock, a lane will be added to
compensate.   From Comstock  to
Beverly Hills, the three lanes will be
reduced to two.  We believe this will
cause  a  severe traffic  jam in  our
neighborhood  and  motorists  will
attempt to cut through on Comstock or
take  Beverly  Glen  (already  at
capacity) to bypass the congestion.
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The MTA has ignored our request to
model the traffic impact and says that,
if  a  problem occurs, the city  can
provide a remedy, later. 

Similarly, the MTA plans to reduce
Wilshire between Veteran Avenue
and the 405 Freeway to two lanes,
creating a severe problem for UCLA
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creating a severe problem for UCLA
commuters.

The Santa Monica Transit Parkway is already in the design stage and we are working with LA Public Works to
protect CWW from cut through traffic and unsightly power poles.  But the Wilshire Blvd. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Program is still in the public comment stage and threatens us in its present form.  The unused, MTA owned, right-of-
way on Exposition Blvd. provides a much better transit alternative with much less adverse effect on current traffic
and neighborhoods.  To protect our neighborhood we urge you to attend the MTA meetings listed below and
to write letters to the MTA.  
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way on Exposition Blvd. provides a much better transit alternative with much less adverse effect on current traffic
and neighborhoods.  To protect our neighborhood we urge you to attend the MTA meetings listed below and
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MTA Public Meetings, Mid City/Westside Transit Corridor: Monday May 7, Peterson Automotive Museum,
6060 Wilshire Blvd. – Wednesday May 9, West Angeles Church of God and Christ, 3045 Crenshaw Blvd. – Tuesday
May 15, Veteran’s Administration Hospital, 11301 Wilshire Blvd. Room 1281.  All meetings 5:00 PM to 8:00
PM.

Send Comments by June 15 to: David Mieger, Project Manager, LA County MTA, One Gateway Plaza, 
Mail Stop 99-22-5, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Charles Edelsohn, Ivan Finkle, Joan Little, Carol Spencer

MTA Public Meetings, Mid City/Westside Transit Corridor: Monday May 7, Peterson Automotive Museum,
6060 Wilshire Blvd. – Wednesday May 9, West Angeles Church of God and Christ, 3045 Crenshaw Blvd. – Tuesday
May 15, Veteran’s Administration Hospital, 11301 Wilshire Blvd. Room 1281.  All meetings 5:00 PM to 8:00
PM.

Send Comments by June 15 to: David Mieger, Project Manager, LA County MTA, One Gateway Plaza, 
Mail Stop 99-22-5, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Charles Edelsohn, Ivan Finkle, Joan Little, Carol Spencer

CRE 12-28-07
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The Final EIR Said “Mixed Flow” in Westwood CE

CRE 12-28-07
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DISCUSSION WITH

Westwood Homeowners Association

       DISCUSSION WITH 
COUNCILMAN JACK WEISS

Presenters:

Richard Agay
fMike Metcalfe

Charles Edelsohn
Bill Wagner

Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01

10 January, 2002
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WILSHIRE BOULEVARDWILSHIRE BOULEVARD

Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01
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Traffic is North South as well as East West

All three transit improvements planned for the Westside concentrate on East-West traffic.         
MTA EIR studies admit that North-South traffic is equally bad.       
We are severely impacted by N-S traffic seeking the 405, Sepulveda, Beverly Glen, etc. 

Traffic Improvements should not be limited by one dimensional thinking.
Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01
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Bus Rapid Transit Creates Serious Problems for Westwood

Metro Rapid buses do a marvelous job with little negative impact.

But dedicated busways will have severe impacts:  y p

The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) removes one lane of traffic in each direction.
This make no more sense than the old Diamond Lanes on the Freeway did.  
We need to ADD traffic lanes, not remove them.   

BRT provides little improvement over Metro Rapid buses but brings a host of problems:

It causes bottled up traffic to cut through residential neighborhoods. 

It creates major bottlenecks - between the Village and the 405 Freeway and at Comstock.

Th MTA h ffi bl b l d b h i i f b i ll d

Until they show how it can work in Westwood, we ask you to oppose it.

The MTA says these traffic problems can be solved by the cities after busways are installed.

Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01
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Wilshire Busway Problem at Comstock

West of Comstock Avenue, Wilshire will be three lanes each direction, plus the busway.

East of Comstock it will be two lanes each direction, plus the busway.

Even with three lanes in each direction, Wilshire East of Comstock is already heavily
congested eastbound.

Reducing the lanes from three to two creates a severe bottleneckReducing the lanes from three to two creates a severe bottleneck.

Beverly Hills inadvertently provided a test demonstration the last week in August.

To install concrete bus stops one Eastbound lane was blocked inside Beverly HillsTo install concrete bus stops, one Eastbound lane was blocked inside Beverly Hills.
During non-rush hours, Wilshire was backed up to Comstock.
Drivers cut through single family residential streets, Comstock to Club View to Santa

Monica and back to Wilshire. 

If severe enough, the residential diversion will occur West of Comstock at Beverly Glen, 
Holmby, Westholme, 

This did occur last spring when fiber-optic cables were laid under Eastbound WilshireThis did occur last spring when fiber-optic cables were laid under Eastbound Wilshire.

Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01
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Wilshire Busway Problem Between Westwood and 405

Westwood and Wilshire is the nation's busiest intersection.

Many commuters work at UCLA live in the Valley and Beach communities and drive the 405Many commuters work at UCLA, live in the Valley and Beach communities, and drive the 405.

The MTA BRT plan will reduce the present four lanes to three from Westwood to Veteran and 
to two from Veteran to the 405.

Making the busways RUSH HOUR ONLY will not help; that is the peak commute time.

Traffic will filter through the residential neighborhoods to seek alternate routes to the 405Traffic will filter through the residential neighborhoods to seek alternate routes to the 405.

Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01
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BRT Improvement Claims are False

The performance improvement claimed in the MTA study is based on apples vs. oranges.
They compare car OCCUPANCY to bus CAPACITY .  
They assume the buses are always FULL and the cars are always 3/4 EMPTY (1.32 each).
A fair comparison actually shows a decrease in people moved per dayp y p p p y

Persons moved per day

MTA Study MTA Rapid MTA BRTy p

Rapid  (@ 90) 39,000   Capacity BRT (@ 135)                    104,000
50,000 Cars (@ 1.32)        66,000   Occupancy33,300 Cars (@ 1.32)          44,000
Total 105,000 148,000

% Change +41%  

Fair Comparison MTA Rapid                                 MTA BRT

Rapid  (@ 90) 39,000     Capacity BRT (@ 135)                    104,000
50,000 Cars (@ 4)          200,000      Capacity 33,300 Cars (@ 4)           133,200
Total 239,000 237,200

Jack Weiss 02  CRE 8-25-01

% Change - 1%
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UPDATE 2009UPDATE 2009

CECE

CRE 10-10-09
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BRT Improvement Claims are False CE

The MTA has claimed that installing bus only lanes will result in a 41% increase in 
persons moved per day compared to normal bus use.

Their calculation was based on comparing bus capacity to automobile occupancy.  

A 135 passenger bus was always full (135 passengers)A 135 passenger bus was always full (135 passengers) 
But a five passenger car carried only 1.32 people.

If apples are compared to apples, we get a very different result.

If the bus is full (135)
And five passenger cars carry just four passengers.

The 41% increase becomes a 1% decrease.

CRE 12-28-07
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Fair Comparison – Capacity vs. Capacity CE

.  A fair comparison actually shows a decrease in people moved per day

Persons moved per day

MTA Study Methodology MTA Rapid MTA BRT

(@ ) CRapid  (@ 90) 39,000   Capacity BRT (@ 135)                    104,000
50,000 Cars (@ 1.32)        66,000   Occupancy33,300 Cars (@ 1.32)          44,000
Total 105,000 148,000

% Ch 41%% Change +41%

Fair Comparison MTA Rapid                                 MTA BRT

R id (@ 90) 39 000 Capacity BRT (@ 135) 104 000Rapid  (@ 90) 39,000     Capacity BRT (@ 135)                    104,000
50,000 Cars (@ 4)          200,000      Capacity 33,300 Cars (@ 4)           133,200
Total 239,000 237,200

1%% Change - 1%

CRE 110-10-09
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Fair Comparison – Capacity vs. Capacity CE

.  A fair comparison actually shows a decrease in people moved per day

Persons moved per dayPersons moved per day

MTA Study Methodology MTA Rapid MTA BRT

Rapid (@ 90) 39 000 Capacity BRT (@ 135) 104 000Rapid  (@ 90) 39,000   Capacity BRT (@ 135)                    104,000
50,000 Cars (@ 1.32)        66,000   Occupancy33,300 Cars (@ 1.32)         44,000
Total 105,000 148,000

% Change +41%% Change +41%

Fair Comparison MTA Rapid                                 MTA BRT

Rapid (@ 90) 39,000 Capacity BRT (@ 135)                   104,000Rapid  (@ 90) 39,000     p y (@ ) ,
50,000 Cars (@ 5)           250,000     Capacity 33,300 Cars (@ 5)           165,000
Total 289,000 269,000

% Change - 7%% Change - 7%

CRE 110-10-09
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CEReally Honest Comparison – Total Ridership

.  
A really honest comparison would have compared total ridership per day for:

90 d 135 b b th d i th i b90 passenger and 135 passenger buses, both driven the maximum number 
of trips possible, 

without bus lanes and with 50,000 cars and actual car occupancy, , p y,

VERSUS

90 and 135 passenger buses90 and 135 passenger buses 

with bus lanes and 33,000 cars.

If we are lucky, the new EIR will do this.

CRE 10-10-09
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Curitiba CE

Zev Yaraslavsky started to promote busways after he visited Curitiba Brazil, in 
about 1996.

The Curitiba busway system (including pre-paid fares) worked well at the time.

By 1998 the Curitiba system was breaking down. (See APTA Report in EIR)

As traffic and density increased, busses had to run so often (one per minute)      
th t idl k dthat gridlock occurred.

Curitiba planners decided that the busways had to be elevated.

In 2009, Curitiba is still struggling to make the system work.

CRE 10-10-09
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Curitiba Facts from BRT 2001 EIR CE

“Curitiba

“What lessons from the often-cited Curitiba model should we apply to a city like Los Angeles?
There are important differences.

“Curitiba is a compact city. Its five main radial bus lines are only five to seven miles long, with an average 
bi-articulated Bus speed of Just 13 mph. too slow for longer trips.  

“Prepayment of fares and level boarding, systems typically found in rail systems, create a very efficient boarding 
and deboarding process.  A bi-articulated bus (a  5-door, 82-foot. bus built by Volvo and currently used only in 
Curitiba) with a load of 270 people can board or deboard in about 20 seconds.  The average speed of buses using 
The busway is 13 miles per hour… 

“There are five busways, each between 5 and 7.5 miles long, radiating from the city center. ...y , g, g y

“The busway uses a signal priority system. However, because the frequency of buses operating on the busway can 
reach one bus per minute during peak hours in the peak direction, there is a limit on the amount of priority that 
can be given to the bus without creating unacceptable delays for cross traffic. As a result, buses operating on 
the busways were observed stopping at several of the signalized cross streetsthe busways were observed stopping at several of the signalized cross streets.

“The city is nearing the capacity limits of a busway.  The peak-hour frequency of buses and the size of buses cannot 
be increased within the constraints of a busway operating at grade and intersecting city streets. The next step in the 
continuing evolution and improvement of the transit system is to create a grade-separated transitway (probablycontinuing evolution and improvement of the transit system is to create a grade separated transitway (probably 
rail) in place of the busiest busways.  Plans are to have the first grade-separated corridor in place in about 6 or 8 years. 
(APTA—International Transit Studies Program,  Report on the Spring 1998 Mission)”

CRE 12-28-07
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Council Actions CE

Through the years, the Los Angeles City Council has passed a series of actions in 
support of the busway system.

This despite negative reports from the DOT that instituting busways would haveThis despite negative reports from the DOT that instituting busways would have 
severe negative impacts.

CRE 12-28-07
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Rosendahl Test Run CE

In 2005, Councilman Rosendahl instituted a test of the busway in his district.

The response was not favorableThe response was not favorable.  

His businesses and residents were upset.

Cut through traffic was severe.

DOT verified traffic problems.

Late in 2005, Rosendahl stopped the test.

CRE 12-28-07
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Rosendahl Motion and DOT Report CE

October 11, 2005 Motion by Bill Rosendahl

November 7 Report to Council by DOT

CRE 12-28-07
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DOT Report    December 14, 2005 CE

Westwood was still exempted, “due to lack of congestion”.

CRE 12-28-07
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DOT Report     April 4, 2007 CE

Intersection delay increases by over 100%.
Feasibility Study … between Fairfax and Doheny

CRE 12-28-07
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April 19, 2007 Report to Council from DOT CE

DOT predicts 122 4% increased delay at Beverly Glen Boulevard

In Westwood

DOT predicts 122.4% increased delay at Beverly Glen Boulevard.

LOS declines from D to F.

If traffic shifts to alternate routes (our residential streets) delay increase goes 
down to only 68.7% at Beverly Glen Boulevard.  y y

LOS remains an F.

CRE 12-28-07
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Page from April 19, 2007 Report to Council from DOT  CE
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DOT Report      October 29, 2007 CE

DOT: Another EIR is necessary.

MTA traffic modeling was inadequate

CRE 12-28-07
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Discussions with CD5 Staff CE

The CD 5 Staff has been informed about the past history, the prohibition against the 
plan in Westwood, and the negative effects anticipated.

P l B k t i S t b f 2006Paul Backstrom in September of 2006

Evan Gordon in summer of 2007

Jay Greenstein in fall of 2009

CRE 10-10-09
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Why the Revival of Interest Despite all the Negatives? CE

Money appears to be the first motivation and 
Giving the appearance of doing something about traffic seems the second.

The real problem is density outstripping the infrastructure.

In mid 2007 MTA pointed out that Federal money was availableIn mid 2007 MTA pointed out that Federal money was available.

In the fall of 2007, the plan was revived the plan as part of the attempt to 
solve the Westside transportation problems.

There were no new studies to show any improvement in traffic.
There were no new plans to mitigate the problems found in 2001.

The revived plan did not take into account the restrictions imposed for 
Westwood by the FEIR.

Th t h t h th f th t k h ld

CRE 12-28-07

There was no outreach to hear the concerns of the stakeholders.

495



August 16, 2007 Report to Council from Transportation Committee CE

$17 Million available from Federal Government

CRE 12-28-07
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Recent Actions CE

Late in December 2007, Sandy Brown found out about the plans and called.

I informed Sandy about the past history and provided documentationI informed Sandy about the past history and provided documentation.

Sandy took the materials to the PLUM Committee who referred it to the City Attorney.

The City Attorney agreed that and EIR was necessary.

In September, 2009, the Transportation Committee held an informal hearing and 
voted to approve funding for the EIRvoted to approve funding for the EIR.  

In October, 2009, with MTA in the lead, a NOP for an EIR was published and 
four public outreach meetings were held.

CRE 10-10-09
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CONCLUSIONS - Plan Will Cause More Harm than Good CE

● The basic premise (or promise) of improved people flow is based on false 
assumptions.

f● 2001 FEIR study found that bus lanes cause problems and do no good in Westwood.  
This has not changed in 2009.

● 2001 FEIR left the mitigations to be solved and paid for by the City, after the fact.2001 FEIR left the mitigations to be solved and paid for by the City, after the fact.

● The Rosendahl test exposed the problems.
DOT found the previous MTA studies were flawed.
DOT tifi d th lti t ffi d l blDOT quantified the resulting traffic delay problems.
DOT verified the Rosendahl test problems.

● Most Stakeholders, throughout the Westside, oppose the current plan., g , pp p

CRE 10-40-09
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Recommendations

The impact of the Project on the transportation system as a whole and especially on Westwood

CE

The impact of the Project on the transportation system as a whole, and especially on Westwood, 
must be thoroughly understood before construction is begun.

The 2007 LADOT reports agree with our 2001 conclusions of inadequate modeling and faulty 
analysisanalysis. 

The new EIR should take full account of the impacts on the City of Los Angeles and on its 
citizens. 

● The City must play a major role in the computer simulation studies recommended in 2001 to 
determine negative effects and compare them to the positive effects.

● An independent expert must review the studies to validate their accuracy● An independent expert must review the studies to validate their accuracy.

● The City must determine whether the negative effects can be mitigated, or not.

● If mitigation is possible the City must determine the methods The funding for the● If mitigation is possible, the City must determine the methods.  The funding for the 
mitigations must be included as part of the construction process, not borne by the City after the 
fact.

● If adequate mitigations are not possible the funds should be re allocated

CRE 10-10-09

● If adequate mitigations are not possible, the funds should be re-allocated  
to advance the Wilshire subway or the Exposition light rail projects as better alternatives.
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æ Metro

Metropolitan Transportation Authority One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 9°012-2952

213.922.2000 Tel
metro. net

November 8 2005

Honorable Wendy Greuel
Chair, Transportation Committee
Attention: City Clerk

Los Angeles City Council
200 Nort Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject: Council File # 03-2337-S1, Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only lane Project

Dear Councilmember Greuel:

Following the Transportation Committee meeting on October 26,2005, I agreed to provide more
information about the status of the environmental clearance for a dedicated bus lane on Wilshire
Boulevard.

In August 2002, the Metro Board of Directors certified the Final Environmental Impact Report

(FEIR) for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project for the entire 13 miles of 
Wilshire

Boulevard between W estern Avenue in Los Angeles and Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica. This
includes the two-block segment between Federal Avenue and Barrngton Avenue in West Los
Angeles where LADOT recommended the bus lane be removed. Please note the following key
points related to the FEIR:

. The preferred alternative adopted by the Metro Board is for a curb-lane, peak-hour only bus
lane.
The Metro Board has specified that the bus lane would be implemented in segments only
where local jurisdictions have granted approval to do so.

.

.
The FEIR, when certified in 2002, did not recommend proceeding initially with the bus lanes in
two areas - the City of Santa Monica due to severe parking impacts that could not be mitigated
and the "condo canyon" area of Westwood between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue due to
lack of congestion.

Beyond discussion of the FEIR, I would also like to note some key points relative to discussion
at the Committee meeting on October 26 regarding extending the bus lane across the San Diego
Freeway and into the Westwood Village portion of CD 5.

oN
o~

o
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Honorable Wendy Greuel
Page 2

November 8, 2005

. Metro engineers have also noted specific challenges in extending the bus lane through the
Westwood Village portion of Wilshire Boulevard across Sepulveda Boulevard. It is felt that
that the on-ramps and off-ramps for the San Diego/405 Freeway result in a great deal of
weaving and potentially unsafe movements. Additional time to address this area is necessary
and may require bus lane improvements to be integrated with future improvements to the
freeway.

. Recent discussions between Metro staff, Supervisor Yaroslavsky's offce, CD 5, and Beverly
Hils have focused on bus lanes in the RobertsonIoheny to Fairfax segment - including the
portion of Wilshire Boulevard in CD 5 to the east of the Beverly Hils city line.

tion you were seeking. Please call me if you have additional
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: November 7, 2005

To: The Honorable City Council
c/o City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall
Attention: Honorable Wendy Greuel, Transportation Committee

From: Franæs T. Banerjee, Interim G~I Ma~~., . -
Department of Transportation~ ~ ~
WILSHIRE BOULEVARD PEAK PERIOD BUS ONLY LANES - COUNCIL
MOTION 03-2337-S1

Subject:

This report is in response to Council Motion 03-2337-S1 directing the Department of
Transportation (LADOT) to take the neæssary steps to remove the curbside, peak period
bus-only lanes on Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Centinela Avenue,
until the other jurisdictions have agreed to implement the project from Downtown Los
Angeles to Downtown Santa Monica.

RECOMMENDATION

That the City Council, subject to the approval of the Mayor:

1 DIRECT LADOT to retain the peak period bus only lanes between Barrington
Avenue and Centinela Avenue without change.

2 Direct LADOT to defer the operation of the peak period bus only lanes for the two-
block segment between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue, including the
westbound approach to Federal Avenue; remove the bus only lanes and restore
Wilshire Boulevard to its previous condition in this segment; and coordinate the
reinstallation of the two blocks of the peak period bus only lanes when MTA is
ready to extend the bus only lane easterly towards the 405 Freeway. This action wil
return these two blocks to mixed flow traffic during this interim period.

DISCUSSION

The bus lanes, which have been in operation since March 8, 2004, have had some
benefits for buses but have had a negative impact on traffic flow with resulting increases

C-b q

509



The Honorable City Council - 2- November 7, 2005

in delay and congestion along Wilshire Boulevard, especially at the intersections of
Wilshire/Barrington and Wilshire/Federal, and traffic diversion into surrounding
neighborhoods. As shown on Table A, PM peak hour delay has increased by more than
50%. The bus lanes have reduced eastbound mixed flow capacity during peak periods in
a critical segment of Wilshire Boulevard between Westgate Avenue and Federal Avenue
from three lanes to two lanes (approximately one-third of a mile.) Before the bus lanes
were installed, "Tow Away/No Stopping Anytime" restrictions were in effect on eastbound
Wilshire Boulevard all day between Barrington Avenue and Federal Avenue. 'Tow
Away/No Stopping" restrictions were also in effect on westbound Wilshire Boulevard
between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue during peak periods. The curb lanes
between Barrington and Federal were heavily used by mixed flow traffic during the peak
periods, particularly in the eastbound direction.

Residents in the neighborhoods north of Wilshire Boulevard around Barrington Avenue
have complained of significant increases in traffic on northbound Barrington Avenue and
eastbound Sunset Boulevard since implementation of the bus lanes. The Department's
field observations and data collection have confirmed that traffic has diverted from Wilshire
Boulevard. Eastbound traffic on Wilshire Boulevard normally destined for the northbound
405 Freeway appears to have diverted up to Sunset Boulevard to avoid congestion and
delays resulting from the reduced capacity on Wilshire Boulevard. Southbound 405
Freeway traffic has similarly diverted south toward Santa Monica Boulevard. "Before" and
"after" traffic count data indicate an approximate 22% increase in northbound traffic on
Barrington north of Wilshire and a corresponding decrease in traffic volumes in both
directions on Wilshire Boulevard during the AM and PM peak periods.

FISCAL IMPACT

As part of the demonstration project, MT A had agreed to pay for any removal costs for the
bus lanes, so there wil be no cost to the City for removing the signs and striping in the two
block segment of Wilshire Boulevard.

COORDINATION

DOT has worked in partnership with Metro to improve transit performance by implementing
the Transit Priority System (TPS) which allows extended green time for buses at signalized
intersections and by installng and implementing bus lanes at selected locations in the
City. Mayoral staff and Council District 11 staff have been kept informed of developments
in the Wilshire Boulevard Bus lanes project. DOT is working with Metro, Caltrans and
the los Angeles County Department of Public Works in studying the feasibility of
extending the bus lanes eastward from Federal Avenue.

Attachment Table A
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MOTION
rRANSPORT A TION OCT 11 Z005

Dedicated bus lanes are an enhancement to bus servce and are intended to improve the
transit experience and make transit an alternative to personal automobiles. They are seen
as especialy useful in corrdors where trafc and transit use are aleady at high levels,
operating at or near capacity, and where opportties to provide signcant new roadway
and transit capacity are difcult to achieve in a timely maner.

A typical trp ITom the Metro Red Line Station at WilshieI estern to Downtown Santa
Monica takes alost 70 miutes durig rush hour. Many bus riders who travel ITom

homes on the Eastside to jobs on the Westside travel for up to 2 hours in each direction
for a transit trip ofless than 25 mies.

Bus lanes on major transit corrdors such as Wilshie Boulevard have the potential to
keep transit passengers moving durg rush hour periods where they would otherwise
grd to a halt. They have the potential to make trsit a viable option in the City of Los
Angeles by reducig the tie spent commuting. A dedicated bus lane ITom Downtown
Los Angeles to Downtown Santa Monica should be a goal of the Deparent of
Transportation.

Curently, the dedicated bus lane on Wilshie Boulevard exists only in Council District
II,-beteen Federal Avenue and Centinela Avenue. Jurisdictions outside of Counci
District 11 have proven either unwig or unable to extend the bus lane into thei
jurisdictons. The residents and merchants in the current one-mie stretch of bus lane
have borne a high burden for neglgible benefit. It is unai to burden these residents and
merchats if other jurisdictions are not commtted to workig together and implementing
the entire project.

The City of Los Angeles stil remais commtted to the concept of the bus only lane for

Wilshie Boulevard, however, the one-mie stetch in Council District 11 should be
removed until an agreement for a full implementation can be reached.

I THREFORE MOVE that the City Council suspend the Wilshire Boulevard bus-only
lane project and direct the Deparment of Tranportation to take the necessar steps to
remove the curbside, peak period bus-only lanes on Wilshie Boulevard between Federal
Avenue and Centinela Avenue, until the other juridictions have agreed to implement the
project ITom Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown Santa Monica.

OC1 1 1 2.005
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: April 19, 2007

To: The Honorable City Council
C/o City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall
Attention: Honorable Wendy Greuel, Transportation Committee

Subject:

Gloria J. Jeff, General Manager.' 9/ t ~¿) A n -- Çk~
Department of Transportation ~~(/ tI ro

WILSHIRE BOULEVARD BUS LANES - COUNCIL FILE 03-2337-S1

From:

On April 11, 2007, the Department of Transportation (LADOT) presented a status
report on the Wilshire Boulevard bus lanes project to the Transportation Committee.

The report included a history of the Wilshire bus lanes project, a description of
LADOT's research into Bus Rapid Transit technology and three project options to
improve bus service on Wilshire Boulevard: 1) Option A: Peak Period End-to-End Bus
Lanes, 2) Option B: All Day Mini Bus Lanes, and 3) Option C: Engineering
Enhancements Only.

LADOT has completed its analysis of the benefits, impacts and costs of each of these
three options.

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the City Council, subject to the approval of the Mayor:

1. DIRECT LADOT to implement Option A: Peak Period End-to-End Bus Lanes.

2. DIRECT LADOT to work with Metro on funding, implementation and public
outreach for Option A.

3. AUTHORIZE LADOT, after establishment of a funding source, to issue a Request
for Proposals for public outreach services in an amount not to exceed $500,000.

4. DIRECT LADOT to report back to Council on funding and public outreach results
and recommend an implementation strategy for Option A.

5. DIRECT LADOT to remove the peak period bus lanes between Barrington Avenue
and Centinela Avenue and replace them with mixed flow lanes during the peak
periods. Restore the peak period bus. lanes in this segment in coordination with
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implementation of other portions of Option A.

6. DIRECT LADOT to establish a monitoring program and report back to Council on a
six-month schedule after Option A has been implemented.

7. DIRECT LADOT to develop as part of its Strategic Transportation Plan an
approach for implementing Bus Rapid Transit measures along other transit
corridors.

BACKGROUND

In March 2004, LADOT began operation of peak period bus lanes along Wilshire
Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Centinela Avenue in West LA as part of a Bus
Lane Demonstration Project in conjunction with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), In September 2004, the bus lanes were made
permanent by the City Council, and in its action Council expressed support for Metro's
efforts to extend the bus lanes east and west along Wilshire Boulevard. In May 2006,
at the recommendation of LADOT, the bus lanes were removed in a two-block
segment between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue to alleviate traffic
congestion on Wilshire Boulevard,

In November 2006, LADOT, began studying the feasibility of implementing end-to-end
bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard between Downtown Los Angeles and the City of
Santa Monica. Traffic modeling indicated that conversion of mixed flow lanes to bus
lanes would have adverse impacts on mixed flow traffic.

At the same time, LADOT, in collaboration with Metro, began work on a Bus Speed
Improvement Project study for Wilshire Boulevard. The study identifies locations along
Wilshire Boulevard where buses experience delay (average speeds of less than 10
mph) and proposes specific bus speed improvement measures, including street
widening and traffic engineering improvements, for those locations, with the goals of
improving average bus speeds and reducing bus travel times to match the best
runtimes of the daytime period, The study covers all jurisdictions along Wilshire
Boulevard, including the City of Los Angeles, City of Beverly Hils, County of Los
Angeles (Veterans Administration property) and the City of Santa Monica.

As part of its work on the Wilshire bus lanes project, LADOT has researched Bus
Rapid Transit technology in other cities around the world and reviewed national studies
of bus lane operations. One FT A-sponsored study, "Operational Analysis of Bus

Lanes on Arterials" (1997), suggests an A-F Level of Service (LOS) criteria for bus
speeds on arterials with 1-3 bus stops per mile (similar to Metro Rapid bus service):

LOS A
LOSB
LOSC

21,2 mph or higher 0:2,8 min./mile
16,2-21.1 mph 2,8-3,7 min./mile
11,0-16.1 mph 3,8-5.5 min./mile

2

Excellent - free flow
Very good
Good
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LOS 0
LOSE
LOSF

7.9-10.9 mph
6.0-7,8 mph
under 6.0 mph

5.6-7.6 min./mile Fair - some delay

7,7-10.0 min./mile Poor-delay worsens
::10.0 min./mile Very Poor - stop & go

Metro Rapid bus service on Wilshire Boulevard, with average daytime speed of 11.7
mph, currently operates at the lower end of LOS C. With comparatively good bus
speed for Metro Rapid service, the question may be asked, is it worth improving bus
speed on Wilshire Boulevard further?

Wilshire Boulevard is a major transit corridor with approximately 100,000 weekday
transit boardings. This number exceeds weekday boardings on the Metro Orange Line
busway (21,428), the Metro Blue Line (74,484), the Metro Green Line (35,900) and the
Metro Gold Line (17,564). Only the Metro Red Line (124,105) exceeds Wilshire
Boulevard's weekday transit boardings, Wilshire Boulevard's further development as a
Bus Rapid Transit facilty will help it to continue functioning as a major transit facility in
lieu of heavy raiL. As described in Metro's Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Final EIR/EIS
(2002): "this alternative provides an interim solution to the expansion of the Metro Red
Line and serves the high transit volume on the Wilshire Corridor at a low cost. The
Wilshire BRT allows faster speeds than Metro Rapid Bus in the future as congestion
grows. "

The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Final EIR/EIS also states that "the Corridor's transit
trips are expected to increase at a much higher rate than total trips, by 26%, from the
1998 level of 662,000 to 834,000 by 2020 (based on the assumption of no major
transit improvements in the east-west corridor.) Several key points can be concluded
from the analysis which point to the importance of future transit service:

. The Mid-City/Westside Corridor is a highly signifcant origin and/or destination
point for trips in southern California, especially for transit trips, over 41% of
which has one end in the Corridor,

. The Corridor has a significantly higher transit mode spli than the region as a

whole, and the trend is expected to increase (from nearly 2.5 to 2.8 times the
regional mode split.)

. The Corridor currently has very high internal trip retention (over half of all trips),
and despite growth in regional trips, is expected to maintain these high internal
trip retention percentages.

Existing Metro Rapid buses experience slower operating speeds in Beverly Hils and
Westwood/I-405 segments of the corridor due to operations in mixed flow congested
traffc. "

It should also be noted that there has been public interest expressed in creating a
"subway to the sea" along Wilshire Boulevard, and Metro is studying an extension of
the Metro Purple Line (Union Station to Western Avenue) heavy rail subway.

3

515



Improving bus service on Wilshire Boulevard is a practical and logical step to building
ridership for such a mass transit project.

Given that it is worth improving bus speeds on Wilshire Boulevard, what package of
Bus Rapid Transit measures works best for this corridor?

DISCUSSION

LADOT has analyzed the benefis, impacts and costs of three different Bus Rapid
Transit packages to improve bus speeds along Wilshire Boulevard:

. Option A' Peak Period End-to-End Bus Lanes, Convert the curb lanes of

Wilshire Boulevard within the City limits from mixed flow to bus and right turn-
only operation between Downtown LA and the Santa Monica City limit during
weekday peak periods (7-9 AM and 4-7 PM). Also, implement the engineering
enhancements identified in Phase i of the Bus Speed Improvement Project
conducted jointly by Metro and LADOT. These engineering enhancements
include enhanced transit signal priority, bus stop relocations, pavement repair
and some on-street parking space removals to improve bus speeds, improve
schedule reliability and reduce overall bus travel times. Metro has also
proposed to install 200 new concrete bus pads at all bus stops and signalized
intersections along Wilshire Boulevard as part of the Bus Speed Improvement
Project. Option A includes retention of the existing bus lanes between
Barrington Avenue and Centinela Avenue.

. Option B' AII Day Mini Bus Lanes. Implement all day mini bus lanes in selected
segments, street improvements, and the engineering enhancements identified
in Phase I of the Bus Speed Improvement Project study. The existing bus lanes
between Barrington Avenue and Centinela Avenue could be removed and
replaced with mixed flow lanes that would operate during peak periods.

. Option C' Engineering Enhancements Only. Implement only the engineering

enhancements identified in Phase I of the Bus Speed Improvement Project.
The existing bus lanes between Barrington Avenue and Centinela Avenue could
be removed and replaced with mixed flow lanes that would operate during peak
periods.

24/7 (All Day) Bus Lanes

In developing the Bus Rapid Transit options, LADOT, in cooperation with Metro staff,
examined the feasibility of implementing full-time bus lanes that would operate 24
hours a day, seven days a week. Buses on Wilshire Boulevard do not generally
experience delay at night and weekends, and Metro has not sought to improve bus
speeds during those times. Metro Rapid Line 720 on Wilshire Boulevard shows

significant improvement in speeds both eastbound and westbound between 7 PM and
4
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6AM,

24/7 bus lanes were also found to have deleterious impacts on surrounding

communities, They would significantly impede access to commercial, institutional and
residential land uses fronting on Wilshire Boulevard because of their full-time
prohibitions against parking and stopping. They would eliminate over 450 on-street
parking spaces plus all Commercial Loading Zones, Passenger Loading Zones and
Taxi Zones on Wilshire Boulevard. Annual parking revenue loss to the City would be
over $650,000,

For these reasons, 24/7 bus lanes were eliminated from further study. Other options
exist to improve bus speeds during the times when buses experience delay. Option B,
with its all-day mini bus lane segments, would relieve bus delay throughout the daytime
period (7 AM-7 PM). Option A's peak period end-to-end bus lanes would relieve bus
delay during the peak periods.

Option A: Peak Period End-to-End Bus Lanes

Option A is consistent with the characteristics and performance thresholds

recommended in the USDOT's "Operational Design Guidelines for High Occupancy
Vehicle Lanes on Arterial Roadways" (1994), the Journal of Public Transportation Vol.
5, NO.2 (2002) and SCAG's warrant criteria for arterial bus lanes (1991):

. Bus lanes at least 10 km (6.2 miles) in length

. Serving many communities and business centers

. Travel time savings of at least 8-10 minutes

. Heavy bus corridor with at least 30-40 buses in the peak hour and 300 buses

daily

The bus lanes would require an aggressive level of traffic enforcement to maintain bus
travel time and speed benefits. This would mean active enforcement of prohibitions
against stopping and parking and driving of non-transit vehicles in the bus lanes.
Ticketing and towing of stopped and parked vehicles could be handled by LADOT's
Wilshire Boulevard Tiger Team over the long term, but additional Traffic Officers would
be needed during the first 3-6 months of operation to mount an aggressive
enforcement campaign and change driving patterns.

BENEFITS

Option A would result in significant improvement for bus travel times and speeds. End-
to-end Metro Rapid bus travel time within the City would be reduced by an average of
11.7 minutes from 48.0 to 36.3 minutes, or 24%. Average Metro Rapid bus speed
would increase by 32%, from 11,9 mph to 15.7 mph. (See Table A, attached.)

5
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IMPACTS

Traffic and Related Air Emissions:

Conversion of the curb lanes from mixed flow to bus and right-turn only operation
would mean that Wilshire Boulevard could carry fewer mixed flow vehicles during peak
periods, resulting in significant adverse impacts on mixed flow traffic. The traffic impact
analysis indicates that mixed flow travel time on Wilshire Boulevard in the peak periods
would increase by an average of 26% (11 minutes), Average vehicle delay would
increase by 33% (29 seconds/vehicle) at major intersections in the peak periods. (See
Table A, attached,) Total vehicle delay would increase by 40.1% in the AM peak
period and by 27,9% in the PM peak period at sixteen major intersections. Level of
Service would deteriorate at six of these intersections. (See Table C, attached.) This
would mean increased congestion on Wilshire Boulevard and possible diversion of
traffic into surrounding neighborhoods.

These impacts would diminish over time if drivers find new routes or switch to transit.
With a 10% mode shift of drivers to transit, mixed flow travel time on Wilshire
Boulevard in the peak periods would increase by an average of 15% (6 minutes).
Average vehicle delay would increase by 18% (15 seconds/vehicle) at major
intersections in the peak periods. (See Table B, attached.) Total vehicle delay would
increase by 21.8% in the AM peak period and by 14.4% in the PM peak period at
sixteen major intersections. Level of Service would deteriorate at six of these
intersections. (See Table D, attached.)

Air emissions (carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide and volatile organic compounds)
related to mixed flow traffic would increase by 20%-25% at major intersections before
any mode shift. With a 10% mode shift, these increases would be reduced to 2%-
10% at individual intersections. (See Tablès A and B, attached.) Air emission
modeling was performed with Synchro softare.

LADOT's analysis, based on Highway Capacity Manual softare, includes AM and PM
peak periods of 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM, hours for which traffic count data is available, at
sixteen major intersections. Additional traffic count data is needed for the 6-7 PM hour
to complete the analysis for the entire PM peak period when the bus lanes would
operate. Some intersection traffic counts date back several years; those counts were
increased by a 1 % annual growth rate to the current year. The analysis also
incorporates pedestrian volumes. Except for Metro's proposed widening of Wilshire
Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue for a new bus lane, the
analysis assumes that the bus lanes would be installed by simply converting existing
mixed flow curb lanes to bus and right-turn only operation within the existing roadway.

As part of its Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit project, Metro is proposing to widen Wilshire
Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue (on the Veterans
Administration property) in West LA to create new capacity for an eastbound peak

6
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period bus lane, This would be an easterly extension of the existing eastbound peak
period bus lane between Barrington Avenue and Centinela Avenue, Metro is funding
the LA County Department of Public Works to prepare preliminary engineering plans
for the street widening in both the City portion (Barrington Avenue to Federal Avenue)
and County portion (Federal Avenue to Bonsall Avenue). This widening, with its
additional street capacity, was assumed in the analysis for the intersection of Wilshire
Boulevard and Federal Avenue,

As a result of the increased congestion on Wilshire Boulevard, traffic may divert to
parallel arterials. These include Third Street, Sixth Street and Olympic Boulevard east
of Beverly Hils and Santa Monica Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard west of Beverly
Hils. These streets have certain limitations with respect to available capacity and
continuity:

. Third Street, a Secondary Highway about 0.5 miles north of Wilshire, terminates
near Santa Monica Boulevard in Beverly Hils. It carries substantial commuter
traffic during peak periods.

. Sixth Street, a Secondary Highway about 0.25 miles north of Wilshire, ends at

San Vicente Boulevard and runs through single-family residential
neighborhoods. It also carries substantial commuter traffic during peak periods.

. Olympic Boulevard, a Major Highway Class II about 0.5-1.5 miles south of
Wilshire, carries heavy traffic volumes through Koreatown, Beverly Hills and
Century City but should have available capacity in Miracle Mile and West LA.

. Santa Monica Boulevard, a Divided Major Highway Class i about 0,5-1.0 miles

south of Wilshire, carries heavy traffic volumes through Century City and West
LA.

On-Street Parking:

Since the bus lanes would operate only during peak periods (7-9 AM and 4-7 PM), and
on-street parking is prohibited during those times, the bus lanes would not impact on-
street parking or parking meter revenue. Commercial Loading Zones, Passenger
Loading Zones and Taxi Zones have already been relocated to side streets during
peak periods as part of LADOT's Tiger Team enforcement strategy. However, as a
result of the proposed engineering enhancements, there would be a loss of 10-15 mid-
day on-street parking spaces at various locations, resulting in a loss of approximately
$15,000 in annual parking meter revenue to the City. (See Table A, attached,)

Street Pavement:

It is anticipated that operation of the bus lanes in Option A would have a significant
impact on the curb lane pavement due to the concentration of bus activity in the
curbside lanes, The new 60-foot articulated buses, with a gross vehicle weight of

7

519



----- ------ - --- ------ ----- ------------------ --------------------------- --------------- -------------- -----------

68,000 Ibs. and rear axle load of 30,000 Ibs., are much more damaging to pavement
than 40-foot buses, with a gross vehicle weight of 42,000 Ibs. and rear axle load of
28,000Ibs. This would be especially problematic between Western Avenue and San
Vicente Boulevard, where the pavement and concrete gutters are in generally poor
condition. The curb lane pavement condition is also a problem for buses: Metro's bus
operators are instructed to stay out of the Wilshire Boulevard curb lanes where
possible.

As part of the Bus Speed Improvement Project, Metro is proposing to install 120' long
concrete bus pads at all bus stops and intersection stops along Wilshire Boulevard
(200 total), at a total cost of $6,8 million. This would substantially mitigate impacts to
the pavement at locations where buses are most likely to stop.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Traffic and Related Air Emissions:

In order to mitigate some of Option A's traffic impacts, certain segments of Wilshire
Boulevard could be widened to create additional capacity for the new bus lanes:

. Wilshire Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard - LADOT has proposed to add
northbound and southbound right turn pockets at this busy intersection, This
project was funded through the 1999 Call for Projects as part of the Sepulveda
Reversible Lane Project ($11.3 million total cost) and is now in design and
environmental clearance,

. Selby Avenue to Comstock Avenue - The City received $7.5 millon in the 2001
Call for Projects to remove existing sidewalk bump-outs along Wilshire

Boulevard in Westwood, Construction work has not yet begun pending
finalization of engineering design, It would cost an additional $216,000 to
remove a remaining bump-out just west of Selby Avenue.

. San Vicente Boulevard to Fairfax Avenue - The north side of Wilshire
Boulevard could be widened by reducing the sidewalk width, which is currently
20-23 feet, to create capacity for a new westbound bus lane. This would leave
a 10-13 foot width sidewalk along the north side, To create additional capacity
for any eastbound traffic diverted from Wilshire Boulevard due to the eastbound
bus lane, an additional northbound left turn pocket could be created on
eastbound San Vicente Boulevard at Fairfax Avenue and the intersections of
Wilshire/San Vicente and Wilshire/Fairfax could be widened to facilitate right
turns. This would cost approximately $5-$6 millon. It should be noted that the
Wilshire Community Plan prohibits widening of the Wilshire Boulevard roadway
between Hoover Street and San Vicente Boulevard (at the Beverly Hils City
limit), so this mitigation measure would require a General Plan Amendment.

The additional cost for these mitigation measures, above that which has already been
8
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received through the Call for Projects, would be approximately $6 millon,

If Option A is selected for implementation, LADOT recommends that there be no bus
lane designated on westbound Wilshire Boulevard between Veteran Avenue and the
405 Freeway due to the complex lane channelization approaching the freeway ramps.
There are currently five westbound lanes in this segment that should remain in mixed
flow operation. This would help alleviate level of service and delay impacts from the
proposed project at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard,

On-Street Parking:

LADOT will investigate options to mitigate the loss of 10-15 mid-day parking spaces
removed in Option B.

Street Pavement:

Option A includes some curb lane repair work between Western Avenue and Fairfax
Avenue as recommended by the Bureau of Street Services (BOSS) in its report to the
Transportation Committee on October 17, 2006. Based on Metro's estimates, the cost
for this repair work would be approximately $3-4 million. BOSS emphasized that the
repairs would be temporary and would start showing signs of cracking with some
failures within a few years, Additional funding from Metro to fully reconstruct Wilshire
Boulevard's curb lanes is not expected to be available until 2013.

As part of the Bus Speed Improvement Project, Metro is proposing to install 120' long

concrete bus pads at all bus stops and intersection stops along Wilshire Boulevard
(200 total), at a total cost of $7-8 million. This would substantially mitigate impacts to
the pavement at locations where buses are most likely to stop.

Option B: All Day Mini Bus Lanes

The recommended improvements in the Metro/LADOT Bus Speed Improvement
Project comprise Option B. Staff from both agencies jointly identified more than 40
bus speed problem locations along Wilshire Boulevard through extensive field
investigation and agreed upon proposed solutions for each location. The goal was to
match the best bus run times of the daytime period (6 AM - 7 PM) by reducing average
bus travel times by up to 15 minutes, or 18%. The result is a package of all-day
improvements that include Intelligent Transportation System technology, all day mini
bus lane segments, traffic engineering improvements, minor modifications of transit
infrastructure and selective street widening projects.

This option could be implemented in two phases, with engineering enhancements
completed in Phase i and more complex capital improvements completed in Phase II.

9
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Phase I:

. Enhanced Transit Priority System, including near-side signal priority, reduced
signal recovery period, added green time for Wilshire Boulevard, etc.

. Pavement markings to clear out congested intersections

. Relocation of selected bus stops to improve bus operations

. Removal of some on-street parking spaces to facilitate bus operations

. Repair of curb lane pavement in selected segments

. Installation of 200 concrete bus pads at all signalized intersections and bus stops

Phase II:

. Widening of selected segments to create wider curb lanes for buses and/or to
create all day mini bus lanes adjacent to:

. La Brea Avenue - eastbound widening

. Fairfax Avenue - widening in both directions

. San Vicente Boulevard - widening in both directions

. Federal Avenue - eastbound widening

. Barrington Avenue - eastbound widening

. Conversion of mixed flow lanes and removal of on-street parking spaces to create
all day mini bus lanes adjacent to:

. Vermont Avenue (3 blocks eastbound and westbound)

. Normandie Avenue (3 blocks westbound; St. Andrews to
eastbound)

. Western Avenue (3 blocks westbound; St. Andrews to
eastbound)

. Westwood Boulevard (westbound only from Selby to Gayley)

Mariposa

Mariposa

Street widenings could be accomplished either by removing existing sidewalk "bump-
outs" or reducing sidewalk widths. Many segments of sidewalk along Wilshire
Boulevard are 15-20 feet or greater in width and could be reduced to 10-12 feet
without significant impact on pedestrian movement.

It should be noted that the Wilshire Community Plan prohibits widening of the Wilshire
Boulevard roadway between Hoover Street and San Vicente Boulevard (at the Beverly
Hils City limit), so some of the proposed street widenings in Option B would require a
General Plan Amendment.

10
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The All Day Mini Bus Lanes option is consistent with several of the characteristics and
performance thresholds for bus lanes and bus lane alternatives recommended in
LADOT's Bus Rapid Transit research:

. Serving many communities and business centers

. Travel time savings of at least 8-10 minutes

. Heavy bus corridor with at least 30-40 buses in the peak hour and 300 buses

daily

. Traffic signal priority at locations with heavy stops and/or priority lanes at

locations of heavy traffic congestion

The all day mini bus lanes would require an aggressive level of traffic enforcement to
maintain bus travel time and speed benefits. This would mean active enforcement of
prohibitions against stopping and parking and driving of non-transit vehicles in the bus
lanes. Ticketing and towing of stopped and parked vehicles could be handled by
LADOT's Wilshire Boulevard Tiger Team over the long term, but additional Traffic
Officers would be needed during the first 3-6 months of operation to mount an
aggressive enforcement campaign and change driving patterns.

BENEFITS

Option B would result in fairly significant improvements for bus travel times and
speeds. End-to-end Metro Rapid bus travel time within the City would be reduced by
an average of 8,7 minutes from 48.0 minutes to 39,3 minutes, or 18%, Average Metro
Rapid bus speed would increase by 22%, from 11,9 mph to 14.5 mph. (See Table A,
attached, )

IMPACTS

Traffic and Related Air Emissions:

The traffic impact analysis indicates that mixed flow traffic and related air emissions
would not be adversely impacted by Option B. Changes in mixed flow travel time and
average vehicle delay at major intersections on Wilshire Boulevard would be negligible.
(See Table A, attached.) Total vehicle delay would increase by 1.9% in the AM peak
period and would decrease by 1.4% in the PM peak period at sixteen major
intersections. Level of Service at these intersections would either remain the same or
improve slightly, (See Table C, attached.)

With a 5% mode shift of drivers to transit, mixed flow travel time on Wilshire Boulevard
in the peak periods would decrease by an average of 4% (2 minutes). Average vehicle
delay would decrease by 2% (2 seconds/vehicle) at major intersections in the peak
periods, (See Table B, attached.) Total vehicle delay would decrease by 0.7% in the
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AM peak period and by 3% in the PM peak period at sixteen major intersections, Level
of Service would either remain the same or improve at these intersections. (See Table
D, attached.)

LADOT's analysis, based on Highway Capacity Manual softare, includes AM and PM
peak periods of 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM, hours for which traffic count data is available, at
sixteen major intersections. Additional traffic count data is needed for the 6-7 PM hour
to complete the analysis for the entire PM peak period when the bus lanes would
operate. Some intersection traffic counts date back several years; those counts were
increased by a 1 % annual growth rate to the current year. The analysis also
incorporates pedestrian volumes.

On-Street Parking:

Sixty-five to seventy (65-70) on-street metered parking spaces at various locations
along Wilshire Boulevard would have to be removed from mid-day operation, possibly
impacting some land uses fronting on Wilshire and resulting in annual parking meter
revenue loss to the City of approximately $85,000. There would be no removal of
Commercial Loading Zones, Passenger Loading Zones or Taxi Zones. (See Table A,
attached.)

Street Pavement:

Operation of the all day mini bus lanes would have a significant impact on the
pavement in curbside lanes where they are implemented. The new 60-foot articulated
buses, with a gross vehicle weight of 68,000 Ibs. and rear axle load of 30,000 Ibs., are
much more damaging to pavement than 40-foot buses, with a gross vehicle weight of
42,000 Ibs, and rear axle load of 28,000 Ibs. This would be especially problematic

between Western Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard, where the pavement and
concrete gutters are in generally poor condition and in need of replacement. The curb
lane pavement condition is also a problem for buses: Metro's bus operators are

instructed to stay out of the Wilshire Boulevard curb lanes where possible.

As part of the Bus Speed Improvement Project, Metro is proposing to install 120' long

concrete bus pads at all bus stops and intersection stops along Wilshire Boulevard
(200 total), at a total cost of $7-8 million, This would substantially mitigate impacts to
the pavement at locations where buses are most likely to stop.

Land Use:

Option B would impact the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The Wilshire
Community Plan prohibits widening of the Wilshire Boulevard roadway between
Hoover Street and San Vicente Boulevard (at the Beverly Hils City limit), Option B
proposes roadway widenings at La Brea Avenue and between Fairfax Avenue and San
Vicente Boulevard within the Wilshire Community Plan area.

12

524



MITIGATION MEASURES

On-Street Parking:

LADOT will investigate options to mitigate the loss of 65-70 mid-day parking spaces
removed in Option B.

Street Pavement:

Option B includes some curb lane repair work between Western Avenue and Fairfax
Avenue as recommended by the Bureau of Street Services (BOSS) in its report to the
Transportation Committee on October 17, 2006, and further curb lane repairs at
Comstock Avenue, The cost for this repair work would be approximately $3.4 million,
BOSS's report emphasized that the repairs would be temporary and would start
showing signs of cracking with some failures within a few years, Additional funding
from Metro to fully reconstruct Wilshire Boulevard's curb lanes is not expected to be
available until 2013.

Land Use:

The impact to the City's General Plan created by the widening of the Wilshire
Boulevard roadway between Hoover Street and San Vicente Boulevard in the Wilshire
Community Plan area could be mitigated with a General Plan Amendment.

Option C: Engineering Enhancements Only

This option includes only engineering enhancements identified in Phase I of the Bus
Speed Improvement Project.

BENEFITS

Option C would result in modest improvements for bus travel times and speeds, End-
to-end Metro Rapid bus travel time would be reduced by 4 minutes, from 48,0 minutes
to 44.0 minutes, or 8%. Average Metro Rapid bus speed would increase by 9%, from
11.9 mph to 13.0 mph, (See Table A, attached.)

IMPACTS

Traffic and Related Air Emissions:

There would be no impact on traffic or resulting air emissions as a result of Option C.
(See Tables A and B, attached.)

On-Street Parking:

Option C would result in the loss of 10-15 mid-day on-street parking spaces at various
13

525



locations, resulting in a loss of approximately $15,000 in annual parking meter revenue
to the City. (See Table A, attached,)

MITIGATION MEASURES

On-Street Parking:

LADOT will investigate options to mitigate the loss of 10-15 mid-day parking spaces
removed in Option B.

Existing Peak Period Bus Lanes

The existing peak period bus lanes between Barrington Avenue and the Santa Monica
City limit continue to create impacts on traffic congestion along Wilshire Boulevard.
Eastbound traffic queues up heavily in both the AM and PM peak periods, This
segment of Wilshire Boulevard is not especially problematic for bus speeds, so
removal of the bus lanes may not have a significant impact on bus travel times,
especially if current peak period parking restrictions are retained, The curb lanes
could provide needed capacity for both buses and mixed flow traffic in both directions
during peak periods.

Metro, as part of its Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit project, is proposing to widen

eastbound Wilshire Boulevard in the Los Angeles County (Veterans Administration
property) segment to provide a new eastbound dedicated bus lane approaching the
405 Freeway. As part of this project, Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and
Barrington Avenue, adjacent to the County portion, would need to be widened to
dovetail with the County widening and extend the eastbound bus lane into the City,
The new bus lane, created from new street capacity, would provide a dedicated bus
facility where it is needed most without impacting traffic operations along Wilshire
Boulevard or fronting along sensitive land uses. LADOT has submitted an application
in Metro's 2007 Call for Projects for funding the proposed widening of Wilshire

Boulevard and has been coordinating with Metro on the project. Metro is funding the
Los Angeles County Public Works Department $250,000 to begin preliminary
engineering for the County and City portions of the widening, This widening was
assumed in the modeling for both Options A and B.

Public Outreach

LADOT has not conducted public outreach for the bus speed improvement options yet.
Once Council and Mayoral direction has been given, LADOT will coordinate with Metro
on outreach to businesses and residential communities along Wilshire Boulevard and
report back to Council on the results before proceeding.

Schedule

The following schedules are effective only after 1) funding has been approved by
14
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Metro and the City; 2) public outreach has been completed; and 3) staffing resources
have been established,

Option A' Peak Period End-to-End Bus Lanes

This option could be implemented in two phases. Phase I, engineering enhancements
and most of the end-to-end bus lanes, could be implemented within eighteen (18)
months, depending on how quickly the curb lanes can be repaired by the Bureau of
Street Services, The bus lane project has already been cleared environmentally by

Metro through its Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project Final EIR (2002). Phase II, the
remaining portion of the bus lanes west of the 405 Freeway, could be implemented
upon completion of the widening of eastbound Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington
Avenue and Bonsall Avenue in West LA, as proposed by Metro. This widening project
will require environmental clearance, engineering and construction, which will take
approximately 3-5 years to complete.

Option B' AII Day Mini Bus Lanes

This option could be implemented in two phases. Phase i (engineering
enhancements) could be completed within eighteen (18) months. Phase II (capital
improvements) would take 3-5 years to complete because of street widening work.

Option C' Engineering Enhancements Only

Engineering enhancements could be completed within eighteen (18) months,
environmental clearance should be needed.

No

Removal of West LA Bus Lanes

Removal of the existing peak period bus lanes between Barrington Avenue and

Centinela Avenue in West LA could be completed within two (2) months, The bus lane
striping, pavement markings and signage would be removed and replaced with
standard mixed flow lane striping and signage.

Cost

Option A' Peak Period End-to-End Bus Lanes

The cost of implementing this option, including engineering enhancements, would be
$14-16 millon. This would include widening of Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington

Avenue and Federal Avenue, minor curb lane repairs between Western Avenue and
San Vicente Boulevard and installation of 200 concrete bus pads, (See Table E,
attached.) Additional street widening projects to help mitigate Option A's traffic and air
emission impacts would cost approximately $6 million.

The $14-16 million cost would cover additional traffic and parking enforcement
15
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measures needed in the first months of operation of the peak period end-to-end bus
lanes. Annual enforcement costs would range between $250,000-$500,000,
depending on the level of need,

Public outreach would cost $500,000,

Option B' AII Day Mini Bus Lanes

The cost of implementing this option in the City portions only would be $22-25 milion,
Phase I engineering enhancements would cost $11-13 million; Phase II (capital
improvements) would cost $11-12 million. This includes widening of Wilshire
Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Federal Avenue as well as other segments.
(See Table E, attached.)

The $22-25 milion cost would cover additional traffic and parking enforcement
measures needed in the first months of operation for the all day mini bus lanes,
Annual enforcement costs would range between $100,000-$250,000.

Public outreach would cost $500,000.

Option C' Engineering Enhancements Only

The cost of implementing this option would be $11-13 milion. (See Table E, attached.)
There would be no public outreach or annual enforcement costs.

Removal of West LA Bus Lanes

The cost to remove the existing peak period bus lanes between Barrington Avenue

and the Santa Monica City limit in West LA would be approximately $20,000.

All costs are preliminary estimates,

Conclusions

Of the three options examined in this report, Option A provides the greatest benefit for
transit. Bus travel times would improve by an average of 24%, Bus speeds would
improve by 32%. Option A also creates a dedicated bus facility that would maintain
these benefits over time,

Option A also impacts traffic congestion and related air emissions, some of which
could be mitigated with street widening projects. Immediately after implementation of
the bus lanes, Option A would have a significant adverse impact on traffic congestion
and related air emissions. With a gradual mode shift of 10% of drivers to transit, these
impacts would be somewhat reduced,

Option A would cost $14-$16 millon to implement. Additional street widening projects
16
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to help mitigate traffic impacts would cost $6 milion. These street widening projects
would necessitate a General Plan Amendment for the Wilshire Community Plan,
Public outreach would cost $500,000, and annual enforcement is estimated to cost
$250,000-$500,000.

Most of Option A could be implemented within eighteen (18) months depending on
how quickly the curb lanes could be repaired, The remaining segment of the bus lanes
could be installed upon completion of the widening of Wilshire Boulevard between
Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue, which could take 3-5 years.

Option B also provides significant benefits for transit, but to a lesser degree than
Option A. Bus travel times would improve by an average of 18%. Bus speeds would
improve by an average of 22%, Option B also creates dedicated bus lane segments
that would help maintain bus travel time and speed benefits over time.

Option B would have no adverse impacts on traffic congestion and resulting air
emissions. With a mode shift of 5% of drivers to transit, Option B would have a slightly
positive impact on traffic congestion and air emissions.

The street widening projects proposed in Option B would necessitate a General Plan
Amendment for the Wilshire Community Plan.

Option B would cost $22-25 milion to implement, which could be done in two phases,

Phase I engineering enhancements would cost $11-13 million and could be
implemented within eighteen (18) months, Phase II capital improvements would cost
$11-12 million and would take 3-5 years to implement. Public outreach would cost
$500,000, and annual enforcement is estimated to cost $100,000-$250,000,

Option C provides the smallest benefit for bus service. Bus travel times would improve
by an average of 8%. Bus speeds would improve by an average of 9%, Option C
does not create any dedicated bus faciliies that could maintain bus travel time and
speed benefits over time. Option C also has no measurable impacts on traffic
congestion or air emissions. Option C would cost $11-13 million and could be
implemented within eighteen (18) months, There would be no public outreach or
annual enforcement costs.

This comparative analysis of benefits, impacts and costs indicates that Option A is the
best package of Bus Rapid Transit improvements for Wilshire Boulevard to maximize
benefits to transit. If the goal is to balance benefits to transit while minimizing impacts
on mixed flow traffic, Option B is the best package.

FUNDING FISCAL IMPACT

LADOT will work with Metro to obtain funding for public outreach and the capital costs
of the selected bus speed improvements. Some of the engineering enhancements

17
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that are part of all three options can be implemented within LADOT's regular operating
budget.

If the Option B All Day Mini Bus Lanes option is implemented, it would result in a loss
of approximately $85,000 in annual parking meter revenue to the City. If Option A

Peak Period End-to-End Bus Lanes or Option C Engineering Enhancements Only is
implemented, it would result in a loss of approximately $15,000 in annual parking

meter revenue to the City.

It would cost LADOT approximately $20,000 to remove the existing bus lanes in West
LA.

COORDINATION

LADOT is working with the Mayor's Office, affected Council District Offices, other City
departments and Metro to improve transit operations along Wilshire Boulevard.

Attachments:

1, Wilshire Boulevard Bus Speed Improvement Measures (map)

2. Table A: Wilshire Blvd. Overall Impact Analysis (No Mode Shift)
3. Table B: Wilshire Blvd. Overall Impact Analysis (Mode Shift)
4, Table C: Wilshire Blvd. Major Intersection Delay Analysis (No Mode Shift)

5, Table D: Wilshire Blvd. Major Intersection Delay Analysis (Mode Shift)

6, Table E: Summary of Improvements

7, Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit Project Final EIR - Cover Page
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- .. A TT ACHMENT 4
TABLE C: Wilshire Blvd. Major Intersection Delay Analysis (No Mode Shift)

Cross Street 7-9 AM Average 4-6 PM Average

-~---- - ---- -- Existing Option A OptionB Exist~?JtT9ptioIl ~ OptionB
Intersection Delay (see/veh) 19,5 see 19,5 see 19,0 see 52,1 see 52,1 see 51 see

1-----_. .._. - ._.-- m. _n 1------ - - - n ----f--
1 Centinela Ave. Level of Servce B B B D D i D

i-u_._- -------- .- - --- i

liS Delay Comparison with
0% -2.7% 0% -2.3%

Existing Condition

--------- .- -- Existing Option A OptionB Existing Option A Option B-1..._.------

Bundy Ave. Intersection Delay (see/veh) 72,9 see 72,9 see 53.2 see 106,7 s~~ i 106,7 see 81.2 see------- _m- --

2 (0.30 mi. from Level of Service E E D F F F--------- ....- - ---- -

Centinela Ave.) liS Delay Comparison with
0% -24,6% 0% -24%

Existing Condition

--______m_- - - - -_. ...
r-Existing. OptionA Option B ExistinglQEion A Optiöriß

Barrington Ave. Intersee_tionDelay (see/veh) 49,8 see 51.6 see 49,3 see 71.4- se_c.J7.?:9 see 70.8 see

3 (0.50 mi. from Level of Servce D D D E -_J- E E
-- - - -------_.-

Bundy Ave.) liS Delay Comparison with
+3.7% -1.2% i +0,9% -1%

Existing Condition

------------- EKistitig OptiöriA Option B Existing OptionA Option.B.-

Federal Ave. Interse~ioI1J:elay (see/veh) 129,0 see 171.2 see 127,5 see 135,9 see 147.0 see 135,3 seef-----
4 (0.10 mi. from Level of Service F F F F F F

----_u -_. u ----
Barrington Ave.) liS Delay Comparison with

+35,8% -1.2%
I

+8,2% -0.5%
Existing Condition

1----------- - tiExistiïg OptionA OptiollB Existing OptionA Optiori:a
Sepulveda Blvd. Intersection ))~!ay (see/veh) 144,3 see 187,6 see 144,3 see 283,2 se~_p~8,8 see 283.2 see

5 (0.60 mi. from Level of Service F F F F . F F
-

Federal Ave.) liS Delay Comparison with
+31% 0% +16,1% 0%

Existing Condition

--------- - ----- _u EKisting Opti~h A Option B Existing Option A Optionl3
Veteran Ave. Interse~ti~n_Delay (see/veh) 11 1.6 see 160,1 see 11 1.6 see 240,3 see 312,5 see 240.3 see

6 (0.20 mi. from Level of Servce F F F F F F
-- -- u_... -

Sepulveda Blvd.) liS Delay Comparson with
+44.6% 0% +30.9% 0%

Existing Condition

-- --------------_. . :Existihg OptionA Option"B. Existing Option A Option.B

Westwood Blvd. Interseet_ton Delay (see/veh) 109,8 see 155,8 see 150,9 see 72.4 see 84,6 see 78.0 see

7 (0.20 mi. from Level of Servce F F F E F E

Veteran Ave.) liS Delay Comparison with +42,8% +39,1% +17% +8.4%
Existing Condition

1-- Existig Option A Option B Existing Option A OptionB
Beverly Glen Blvd. Intersection Delay (see/veh) 50.9 see 115.2 see 50.9 see 46.7 see 110,7 see 46,7 see

8 (1.10 mi. from Level of Service D F D D F D
---

Westwood Blvd.) liS Delay Comparison with
+ 122.4% 0% +137.2% 0%

Existing Condition

._----- . Existing Option A OptionB Existing Option A OptionB
San Vicente Blvd. Intersection Delay (see/veh) 97.0 see 137,1 see 68,8 see 58,5 see 96,2 see 48,0 see

9 (2.20 mi. from Level of Servce F F E E F D
.-

Beverly Glen Blvd.) liS Delay Comparison with +41.3% -29.4% +69,6% -16,3%
Existing Condition

1
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Cross Street

10
Fairfax Ave.

(0.60 mi. from
San Vicente Blvd.)

11

La Brea Ave.

(1.00 mi. from
Fairfax Ave.)

12
IDghland Ave.

(0.33 mi. from
La Brea Ave.)

13
Crenshaw Blvd.

(1.10 mi. from
Highland Ave.)

14
Western Ave.

(0.58 mi. from
Crenshaw Blvd.)

15
Vermont Ave.

(1.00 mi. from
Western Ave.)

16
Alvarado St.
(1.00 mi. from
Vermont Ave.)

_... -,_..._--- -_. --. . - ---'--------------- -- -----------

7-9 AM Average
Existing OptionA Option B

98,5 see 151.5 see 82.0 seeF F F
+57.5% -14,7%

Existing OptionA Option B

64,3 see 98,7 see 62,9 seeE F E
+55%

Existing OptionA

33,8 see 41.4 seeC D
+22.5%

-1.9%

OptionB
33.8 see

C

0%

4-6 PM Average
Existi~~ ! ÛÛtion _A _--()tion B
93,9 see 153.3 see 65,6 see- ._-F . F E

- _...__.

, +66,1%
i

E~i~--tiE~

98,9 see

F

I Option A!- --------
132.5 see

F

0%

OptianB
71.3 see

E

+50.7%

Existing OptionA option B
72,9 see 96,9 see 96,9 seeE F F

.__u.__.n. _.-

+ 34,8%

Ext~!~~J_Qptio!!A
58.4 see 64.5 see------1 --
E ! E

-----,- -- _. -----

+10.4%

Existing OptioIiA .optiórrB Existing Option A

85,0 see 95,3 see 85.0 see 88,3 see 119.3 see
--fF F F F ¡ Fn_-r

! +37,5%

-29.1 %

OptionB
84,15 see

F
---

-14.3%

OptionB
58.4 see

E

0%

OptionB.
88,3 see

F

0%

OptionB
81.8 see

F

+38.6%

OptionB
136,9 see

F

+28,3%

Option B
21.4 see

C

0%

Total Delay (sec)

!:

1204,9 1688.4 1228,3 1592.8 2036,9 1571.1

+40,1 % +1.9% +27,9% -1.4%

+12%

Existing
44.7 see

D

Opti01i..
71.3 see

E

_11~~~~~~~Q~~)'_(~~elveh)
Level of Service

------------~------.--.__m- _.-_.._-

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

------ ----------------- _... . .._-------_.

+50,7%

+33.4%

Existing
20.9 see

C

OptionA.
62.3 see

E

+33.4%

Option B
20,9 see

C

0%

Existing Option A
---,._--,

58,6 seei_81.8 see
E __l____t

i
ii +38,6%

¡

Existi~g- JQption A
106,1 ~~t 136,9 see

F i F
---i--

j +28,3%
i

Existing lQption A
21.4see i 38,Osee

-C--1..._D

i +77,6%
i
i

Notes:
1 Option A is for end-to-end peak-period (7-9AM, 4-7PM) bus lanes,
2 Option B is for "mini" bus lanes at selected intersections all day, (7AM-7PM)
3 The default ideal saturation flow rate of 1900 vehicles per lane per hour is used for most intersections except at Veteran

Ave" Sepulveda Blvd" Westwood Blvd., San Vicente Blvd" and Fairfax Ave" where 1500 is used because of special
traffic characteristics,

Intersection Delay (see/veh)--_._-_._-------~
Level of Servce- _..- _u__m___- ~-

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

-

Intersection Delay (see/veh)--
Level of Service

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

hhterseetion Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce~-----

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

1--
Intersection Delay (see/veh)

Level of Service
liS Delay Comparison with

Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

+ 192,5%

2
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.,; TABlE D: Wilshire Blvd. Majò. intersection Delay Analysis (Mod& .shift)
ATTACHMENT 5

Cross Street

1 Centinela Ave.

2
Bundy Ave.

(0.30 mi. from
Centinela Ave.)

3
Barrington Ave.

(0.50 mi. from
Bundy Ave.)

4
Federal Ave.

(0.10 mi. from
Barrington Ave.)

5
Sepulveda Blvd.

(0.60 mi. from
Federal Ave.)

6
Veteran Ave.

(0.20 mi. from
Sepulveda Blvd.)

7
Westwood Blvd.

(0.20 mi. from
Veteran Ave.)

8
Beverly Glen Blvd.

(1.10 mi. from
Westwood Blvd.)

9
San Vicente Blvd.

(2.20 mi. from
Beverly Glen Blvd.)

1-- ---- 0
Intersection Delay (see/~~~2

Level of Service .- ---

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)n
Level of Service

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service

IIS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

7 -9 AM Average
- Existing .19Ption A OptiönB
19,5 see 19.5 see 19.0 see_.0B B B

4-6 PM Average
Existing J Optj_~n A+_9Pti~n ~
52. ~ see Ls~:h~e_~T'.J l ~~--

t-------_._- ---------0% -2.3%

Option A Option B
106,7 see 81.2 see----F F._-----

0% -2,7%

_ß~i~!ing Option A

72,9 see- 1-)2,9 see
E__j E

0%

OptioiiBExisting
53,2 see 106,7 seeD F
-24.6% 0% -24%

~~~sting OptionAQPtionB ;Existing Option A Option B
49,8 see 49.15 see 49.3 see 71.4 see 71.65 see 70,8 see------- 0- ...- - u-D D DEE E---------------- -

i -0,1% -1.2% +0,2% -1%

Existing OptionAiQPtiQ::J?ExiSÙllg Option A OptionB
129,0 see 160.8 see 127.3 see 135.9 see 146.6 see 135 see-~-_oF F F F F F

. -

+26.8% +8% -0,8%-1.3%

~ .Existing
283,2 see

F

Exi~ting Optiöi"A QPtiQp.~'¡ ,

144,3 see 162,2 see 144,3 seeF F F
OptionA Option B
285,1 see 283,2 seeF F

+12,6% 0% +0,7% 0%

Existing Option;A Option B E#stingOption A Option B
111,6 see 142.5 see 111.6 see 240.3 see 294.6 see 240.3 seeF F F F F F

+28,2% 0% +23% 0%

Existing OptionAL OptiònBoE:¡dsting Option A Option B.
109,8 see 129.9 see 140.9 see 72.4 see 79,3 see 78.0 seeF F FEE E

+18,9% +10,5% +5.7%+29,7%

Existing OptioiiAi Opti()nB Existig Option A OptionB
50,9 see 87.4 see 50,9 see 46.7 see 82,55 see 46,7 seeD F D D F D

+68.7% +76,6% 0%0%

Existing Option A eJtiòj::B Existing Option A Option B 0

97,0 see 112.3 see 63.4 see 58.5 see 67.4 see 47.4 seeF FEE E D
+17% -35,1% +17.4% -17,3%

1
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Cross Street

10
Fairfax Ave.

(0.60 mi. from
San Vicente Blvd.)

11
La Brea Ave.

(1.00 mi. from
Fairfax Ave.)

12
Highland Ave.

(0.33 mi. from
La Brea Ave.)

13
Crenshaw Blvd.

(1.10 mi. from
Highland Ave.)

14
Western Ave.

(0.58 mi. from
Crenshaw Blvd.)

15
Vermont Ave.

(1.00 mi. from
Western Ave.)

16
Alvarado St.
(1.00 mi. from
Vermont Ave.)

- ------- -

7 -9 AM Average
Existing Optit:n_A: Option a.

98,5 see 127.4 see i 78.9 see
;F F E

4-6 PM Average
Existing Option A Option B---_. --
93.9 see 126,6 see 62 seeF F E

Existing
64,3 see

E

Existing
33,8 see

C

_._._- -.

+31.3% -17.2%

..

+37.4% -32,5%

Existing Option A Option B

98,9 see 111.5 see 81.7 seeF F F--

+13.1%

Existing Option A

58.4 see 59,6 seeE E
+1.5%

Existirrg . OptiQIiA
88,3 see 117,6 seeF F

+36,5%

Existig Optiprr A
58,6 see 66.1 seeE E

+ 12.5%

Existing OptionA
106,1 see 120,1 seeF F

+ 12.8%

+60.1 %

-16.4%

Option B
58.4 see

E

0%

OptiorrH
88.3 see

F

0%

OptiOIi--
73.4 see

E

+24,6%

Option H
128,1 see

F

+20.1 %

Existing Option A Option B Existing Optiùn A Option B
---I

20,9 see 47,9 see 20.9 see 21.4 see 34.25 see 21.4 seeC D C C C C

Optit:n_A J Option B
81.4 see 62.9 seeF E

_.---

+27,6%, -1.9%
,

Opti~~Al- ()~~i:_!3
35,05 see 33.8 seei. -------
D : C--- t

i

+3.7% 0%

Int~rs~~tion Delay (see/veh)

Level of Service

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

_..._--_.

__!!terseetion Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service- ---

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

--
Intersection Delay (see/veh)~-

Level of Servce
"---

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

~--
Intersection Delay (see/veh)

Level of Servce--
liS Delay Comparison with

Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Service

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Intersection Delay (see/veh)
Level of Servce

liS Delay Comparison with
Existing Condition

Total Delay (see)

A

ExistÌng Option A I Option B
84,95 see 94,75 see 84.95 see- - ---F F F

. . Existtg
44,7 see

D

:existing
72,9 see

E

- --------_.

+ 11.3%
i

Option ~J Option B

58.4 see ¡ 64,5 see
T---______n.-E i E--
i

0%

+25,7% . +37.4%
i

Option A I Option B---------1'.----

85.95 see 90.9 see...F F
- ----

+18,2% +25%

0%

1204.9 1467,5: 1196.8 1592,8 1821.8 1545,1

+21.8% 1 -0.7% +14.4% -3%

_.-

+124,7% 0%

Notes:
1 Option A is for end-to-end peak-period (7-9AM, 4-7PM) bus lanes,
2 Option B is for "mini" bus lanes at selected intersections all day. (7AM-7PM)
3 The default ideal saturation flow rate of 1900 vehicles per lane per hour is used for most intersections except at Veteran

Ave" Sepulveda Blvd., Westwood Blvd., San Vicente Blvd., and Fairfax Ave., where 1500 is used because of special
traffic characteristics.

4 A mode shift of 10% is assumed for Option A (except where bus lanes exist)
5 A mode shift of 5% is assumed for Option B where bus lanes are proposed,

2
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ATTACHMENT 6

TABLE E: SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS

Improvements Capital Cost Schedule

Option A 1, Convert existig curb lanes to bus lanes $1 Milion 12 months

(Peak-Period End-to- ftom Downtown to Santa Monica City
End Bus Lanes) Limt (excluding City of Beverly Hils)

2. Widen between Federal Avenue and $2 Milion 3-5 years

Barrington A venue to add an EB bus
lane

3. Engineering Enhancements $11-13 Milion 18 months

(Option C)

Total $14-16 Milion 3-5 years

Option B 1, Convert existig curb lanes to bus lanes $0.3 Milion 6 months

(All Day Mini Bus at:

Lanes) . Vermont Avenue
. Normndie Avenue
. Western Avenue
. Westwood Boulevard (WE only)

2, Widen between Fairfax Ave and San $6,5-7,5 Milion 3-5 years
Vicente Boulevard to add a bus lane for
both directions

3. Widen between Mansfield Avenue and $2.2 Milion 3-5 years

Cloverdale Avenue to add an EB bus
lane near La Brea Avenue

4, Widen between Federal Ave. and $2 Million 3-5 years

Barrington Ave, to add an EB bus lane

5, Engineering Enhancements $11-13 Million 18 months

(Option C)

Total $22-25 Milion 3-5 years

Option C . Enhanced Transit Priority System $1 Milion 12 months

(Engineerig (TPS)
Enhancements Only) . Bus stop relocations

. On-street parking removal

. Other traffc engineering

improvements

. Curb lanes pavement repair $3-4 Milion 18 months

between W estern Avenue and San
Vicente Boulevard

. Concrete bus pads at 200 locations $7-8 Milion 18 months

Total $11-13 Milion 18 months
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ATTACHMENT 7

MID-CITYIWESTSIDETRANSIT CORRIDOR
VVILSHIRE BUS RAPIDTRANSIT PROJECT

Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
State Clearinghouse No. 2000051058

Volume I

Prepared for

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transporttion Authority .

Prepared by

EIP Associates
Terry A. Hayes & Associates

Korve Engineering
Meyer, Mohaddes Associates

Manuel Padron Associates
. The Robert Group

Consensus Planning Group

. .

In Associaton wi
Suisman Urban Design

Greenwood and Associates
Hatch Mott MacDonald

Harris Miler Miler & Hanson, Inc.
Wagner Engineering & Survey, Inc.

W. Koo & Associates, Inc.

August I, 2002
fa

,4 .
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Charles Edelsohn P.E.
California Board of Registration for Professional Engineers    E 7224  CS 3599

10334 Wilkins Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90024 

RESUME

�Introduction - I enjoy being an engineer.  I like solving problems.  Although I have done a lot of engineering
management, and wrote a Masters Thesis on the subject, solving technical problems is more appealing than solving
management problems.  

�Problem Solving - My problem solving is inventive rather than handbook oriented, cutting to the core quickly.
I describe this as finding the eigenvectors or natural dimensions of the problem, to visualize it in a way that makes
the solution simple.  I tend to interpret a problem geometrically before I write the equations.

�Physical Parameters - I prefer parametric solutions which allow rapid investigation of multiple variables.  I used
to do this with nomograms, such as those I contributed to the Air Force Space Planners Guide.  Now it is easier to
accomplish this with spreadsheets.  I also prefer simulations done with Labview or Matlab, which provide ready
reference to the physics of the problem, to maintain contact with my engineering intuition.

� Presentation Skills - Explaining things orally, or in viewgraph presentations, or in written reports comes easily
to me.  I have spent a lot of my career writing good proposals, many of which have won. 

�Disciplines - My career has ranged over many engineering disciplines.  At Purdue my major interest was control
systems theory.  My first job was designing television receivers.  My TV inventions include a built-in antenna
covering both VHF bands, a delay line synchronization system and a noise reduction system.  In the Los Angeles
aerospace industry, I worked on missile guidance systems, became Electronics Manager for the Eagle missile and
then Chief Engineer for Systems Research at Bendix.  At Aerospace Corporation I did Operations Research, cost
benefit optimization, evaluated proposals to the Air Force, and designed a Soviet ABM system for an intelligence
need.  Planning Research Corporation assignments included analyzing multiple systems, leading a Navy Navigation
Study, and managing Navy studies of Radar Satellites performed by Hughes and North American.  

During my 23 years at Hughes Space I worked mainly on classified programs and proposals.  In the open world, I
led a 100 meter antenna reconnaissance satellite study, wrote proposals for new weather satellites, invented a passive,
coherent, microwave synthetic array imaging system, led the systems engineering support for GM at Hughes Space
when Hughes was bought by GM, led the development of an automotive simulation laboratory and the application
of aerospace analysis and simulation to anti-lock brakes, traction control, and active suspension systems for GM cars.
I conceived and designed an aperture synthesis radio telescope for deployment on the back side of the moon and, in
conjunction with Cal Tech, led the Grant Proposal effort for a single spacecraft launch to deploy both the moon based
telescope and a communications relay station at the libration point.  My title was Chief Scientist.

�Entrepreneur - Upon retirement, Hughes leadership encouraged me to pursue my coherent synthetic array imaging
systems.  I obtained two prime contracts from the Air Force and hired Hughes and Raytheon as my subcontractors.
This effort was completely successful in demonstrating the capabilities of the invention.  We produced recognizable
microwave images and the performance matched analytic predictions to within a fraction of a dB. 

�Intent - I am lucky to have found a career I like.  I am very good at inventive, analytic engineering.  I can enhance
an organization or a project by providing creative solutions to problems.

�Details - A full CV detailing my career and published papers as examples of my work are both available.

Charles Edelsohn
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-236 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 42 
Edelsohn, Charles 

Response to Comment No. 42-1 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 42-2 

There was a Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor, Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit 
Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) published in 2002.  In 
order to prepare for the FEIR of 2002, work began as early as 2000.  This work 
conducted is part of public record. 

Response to Comment No. 42-3 

The test was conducted in Council District 11 (CD 11), not Council District 6. 
Councilmember Rosendahl did not request the “test.”  The bus lanes were 
put in as a demonstration project under former CD 11 Councilmember Cindy 
Miscicowski in 1994.  The City Council later voted to make the bus lanes 
“permanent.”  Councilmember Rosendahl then asked that the bus lanes be 
removed until they could be integrated into a larger project.  This project 
addresses the traffic congestion problem that occurred after the 
demonstration project bus lanes were installed in 1994 by widening the 
eastbound side of Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and 
Bonsall Avenue and extending the left-turn pocket on the eastbound direction 
at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 42-4 

Any mitigation measure required to mitigate project impacts are included as 
part of the overall Wilshire BRT Project and project funding, a majority of 
which is federal funding.  The mitigation measures identified in the Draft 
EIR/EA will be implemented prior to the opening of the bus lanes. 

Response to Comment No. 42-5 

The proper and fair comparison for the curb lane performance should be the 
total ridership between buses and cars.  Since the proposed project would 
convert the curb lanes into bus lanes during AM and PM peak periods only, 
the comparison should be made just for these peak hours.  Currently, the 
curb lanes can carry a maximum of 800 cars per lane per hour.  With the 
correct average occupancy of 1.32 persons per car, the total person 
throughput with cars is 1,056 persons per lane per hour.  When converted to 
bus lanes, the curb lanes would carry approximately 30 buses per lane per 
hour.  The average passenger load is approximately 50 persons per bus 
during peak hours for the popular Metro Rapid Lines 920, 720 and 20 on 
Wilshire Boulevard.  This would yield 1,500 persons per lane per hour for 
buses in each curbside bus lane.  The person throughput with bus lanes 
(1,500) is, therefore, superior to that of mixed-flow lanes (1,056) during peak 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-237 April 2011 

hours.  This does not incorporate expected increases in bus ridership on 
Wilshire Boulevard after the bus lanes are installed, which would further 
improve the bus lanes’ person throughput. 

Response to Comment No. 42-6 

The initiation of the Metro Rapid Program in June 2000 was indeed 
influenced by the Curitiba experience as mentioned by the commenter.  
Although the commenter stated that the Curitiba system is breaking down 
because of interference by increasing levels of bus and automobile traffic, Los 
Angeles has never gone as far as Curitiba in making improvements to transit 
such as with the use of bus lanes.  Increasing traffic congestion along the 
Wilshire corridor will occur with or without the Wilshire BRT Project.  This 
increased traffic congestion not only slows down automobiles but, the buses 
as well.  Ways to improve transit service must be sought to allow transit 
service to be competitive with the cars and seen as a viable option to the 
automobile.  The Wilshire BRT Project would not only improve passenger 
travel times by allowing buses to move unimpeded by traffic congestion, but 
it would also allow for more consistent and reliable travel times.  With the 
success of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, with bus travel 
times reduced by an average of 29% and transit ridership up by as much as 
40%, it is believed that further improvements can be made with the 
implementation of bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard.  Please refer to 
Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of riders from 
automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 42-7 

Implementation of the Wilshire BRT Project would cost approximately $31.5 
million with about 74% of that being federal dollars.  When the Wilshire BRT 
Project application was submitted to the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) for Very Small Starts funding, it was ranked among one of the highest 
projects.  One of the key criteria used by FTA in evaluating projects and 
determining whether or not to fund them is their cost effectiveness.  The 
Wilshire corridor is one of the most important transit corridors in the nation 
with over 80,000 bus boardings a day.  Operating costs could be reduced by 
up to approximately $2.4 million annually with the improved bus travel times 
and improved service reliability.  In addition, there will be some savings 
annually in potential vehicle maintenance costs by reconstructing/repaving 
the curb lanes where they are most damaged.  In addition, potential accident 
costs may be reduced as well since the two highest accidents are cars hitting 
buses while at a bus stop or while trying to get around them.  With the 
improvements made with the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro 
Rapid in June 2000, bus travel times were reduced by an average of 29% and 
transit ridership up by as much as 40%. 

Response to Comment No. 42-8 

The 2007 report to the City Council was a first-cut analysis employing less 
detailed methodology than is used in the Draft EIR/EA.  The 2007 report did 
not use a travel demand model to determine the amount of traffic that would 
shift to parallel arterials, such as Santa Monica Boulevard and Olympic 
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Boulevard.  Instead, that analysis assumed that all traffic that currently uses 
Wilshire Boulevard would continue to use Wilshire Boulevard with 
implementation of the proposed project.  In addition, the 2007 report 
assumed that the existing traffic on Wilshire Boulevard is evenly distributed 
across all of the travel lanes, including the curb lane.  As discussed in Master 
Response No. 2, the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA was based on actual 
observation of the utilization of each of the lanes.  Since the curb lane carries 
less traffic than the other lanes, converting it to a bus lane would not have as 
severe an impact as estimated in the 2007 report.  It was also found that 
traffic volumes for the current study (data collected in 2008) are lower than 
the data collected in 2005 for the 2007 Council Report at some locations.  At 
the Beverly Glen intersection, under the proposed project, an additional right-
turn lane is created for westbound traffic on Wilshire Boulevard.  This lane 
addition results in the decrease in delay noted by the commenter. 

Response to Comment No. 42-9 

Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development 
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects. 

Response to Comment No. 42-10 

Alternative A was developed in response to public comments at the 
November 2008 public meetings.  Because all study intersections on Wilshire 
Boulevard in the area between Comstock and Glendon Avenues are expected 
to continue to operate at Level of Service D, there is little reason to expect that 
cut-through traffic would result along parallel residential streets as an 
alternative to Wilshire Boulevard. 

It should be noted that in consideration of comments and direction received 
at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to 
this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to 
Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-
1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 42-11 

The LADOT memorandum to Councilmember Gruel referenced in the 
comment discusses the impacts of the 2004-2007 demonstration project.  
Please refer to Master Response No. 4 on the differences between this project 
and the 2004-2007 demonstration project.  The assertions in the comment 
concerning backups at other times and the material in Appendix A referenced 
by the comment are unsubstantiated claims. 

Under the proposed project, the jut-outs would be removed between Malcolm 
Avenue and Comstock Avenue, and a new curb lane would be created that 
would be restricted to buses and right-turning vehicles during peak hours.  In 
this case, there would be a reduction in travel lanes open to through traffic in 
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the eastbound direction near Comstock Avenue.  However, eastbound traffic 
is unlikely to divert to Santa Monica Boulevard via Comstock Avenue because 
it is not possible to make a left-turn from southbound Comstock Avenue onto 
eastbound Santa Monica Boulevard.  Traffic cutting through the Comstock 
neighborhood would have to exit onto the Santa Monica Boulevard frontage 
road and then make a U-turn on Santa Monica Boulevard to continue 
eastbound, or else use Beverly Glen Boulevard.  Traffic heading westbound 
on Wilshire Boulevard would have no motivation to cut through using 
Comstock Avenue under the proposed project because westbound Wilshire 
Boulevard would gain a lane for automobile traffic at this location. 

However, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending recommended 
Alternative A as the preferred alternative.  Under Alternative A, the jut-outs 
would remain where they currently exist in the “Condo Canyon” area, and 
Wilshire Boulevard would have two lanes in each direction available to 
automobile traffic through the “Condo Canyon” area.  In consideration of 
comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in 
December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are 
now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the 
preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the 
same components as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  In this case, there would be no reduction in 
the number of mixed-flow lanes commencing at Comstock Avenue, so there 
would be no motivation for traffic to divert onto Comstock Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 42-12 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings.  Traffic would not be required to “loop through” residential 
neighborhoods, as left-turns from the existing two-way left-turn lane into 
driveways would continue to be permitted. 

Response to Comment No. 42-13 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.  
In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 42-14 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
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LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb 
lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of 
Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Please refer to Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project and Master Response No. 4 
regarding the differences between the proposed project and the Bus Lane 
Demonstration Project, and Master Response No. 9 concerning the 
applicability of the previous environmental documents. 

Response to Comment No. 42-15 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are consideringconsidered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City 
Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  In consideration 
of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in 
December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are 
now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the 
preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the 
same components as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  This alternative would result in the retention 
of the jut-outs. 

Response to Comment No. 42-16 

The standards and thresholds used in the Draft EIR/EA are per the City of 
Los Angeles’s thresholds for determining significant impacts.  In addition, 
there are nine intersections where impacts cannot be fully mitigated.  Of 
these 9 intersections, 5 of the intersections are partially mitigated.  All other 
intersections studied were either not impacted or fully mitigated.  All 
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR/EA will be implemented and 
funded as part of this project.  Also, please refer to Response to Comment No. 
19-6 for additional discussion regarding the City’s methodology. 

The environmental review process is intended to reveal significant, 
unavoidable impacts to the public and decision-makers, not eliminate them.  
A Statement of Overriding Considerations will need to be made by the 
LACMTA Board, Los Angeles City Council, and County Board of Supervisors 
for the project to move forward, essentially deeming that the impacts are 
outweighed by the project’s potential benefits. 
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Response to Comment No. 42-17 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 

Response to Comment No. 42-18 

The comments have been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their review and consideration.  Also, please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 42-17 above. 

Response to Comment No. 42-19 

Comment noted. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 11:05 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Joseph 
Last Name:  Eisenberg 
Email:      joseph.eisenberg@gmail.com 
Phone:      562‐618‐8243 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I support bus lanes on Wilshire Blvd. 
 
Bus‐only lanes will make the street safer for pedestrians and bike riders. The lanes will 
also make transit much better by increasing average bus speeds and especially making the bus 
much more reliable and on‐time, during rush hour. 
 
However, these lanes need to be expanded to the cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica, and 
all the way to Downtown LA, to make Wilshire a real BRT route. And the lanes should be in 
effect all day long; rush‐hour‐only lanes will be confusing to people looking for parking and 
lead to many delays for the buses, and dangerous lane‐merges for bike riders. 
 
Please expand this (real) BRT to the eastern part of the 720 route (Whittier blvd), and to 
Vermont, as soon as possible. Every Rapid bus should have bus‐only lanes, if we are going to 
have a real bus rapid transit system, which will get people out of their cars and improve all 
our neighborhoods. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 43 
Eisenberg, Joseph 

Response to Comment No. 43-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 43-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 

Response to Comment No. 43-3 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 11:22 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Joyanna 
Last Name:  Eisenberg 
Email:      j.n.eisenberg@gmail.com 
Phone:      562‐221‐5437 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Please build the bus lanes on Wilshire! 
 
I have commuted from Long Beach to UCLA by transit, but usually drove myself on the 405, 
because the bus on Wilshire is slow and especially unreliable. But I hate driving in traffic, 
and would much rather take transit, if it were as fast and reliable as the Blue Line and 
Purple Line. Until the subway gets built, bus lanes and real "BRT" on Wilshire could make a 
big difference, enough to get me riding Metro to work. Even after the subway, bus lanes will 
be needed for all people going to places that are not near a subway stop, especially in Mid‐
City and west of La Cienega, where the stations are often far apart. 
 
Please build these bus lanes, and then continue them along the whole of Wilshire, as soon as 
possible. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 44 
Eisenberg, Joyanna 

Response to Comment No. 44-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 9:25 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Joel 
Last Name:  Epstein 
Email:      joel.epstein@gmail.com 
Phone:      310‐472‐1103 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Full steam ahead.  Build it as fast and possible with a dedicated lane that cars and trucks 
CAN'T get into.  Work out the kinks in Beverly Hills and Santa Monica too so it's a true BRT. 
 
Put cameras on the front of the buses to automatically catch and ticket cars and trucks using 
the BRT lane.   
 
Until the subway to the sea is completed the Wilshire BRT is out best alternative.  Thanks 
for your consideration.  
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

555

19550
Text Box

19550
Text Box
LETTER 45

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
1



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-248 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 45 
Epstein, Joel 

Response to Comment No. 45-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2010 8:51 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Henry 
Last Name:  Tang 
Email:      tanghenry@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I commute daily to Wilshire/Westwood on the 920 Rapid Express or the 720 Rapid from the 
Red/Purple line stations Wilshire/Western or Wilshire/Vermont. 
 
I can experience first‐hand the delays the buses endure when stuck in the same congestion 
caused by all the automobile traffic during the rush hours.  Often there are delays caused by 
autos in the right lane trying to make right turns but forced to wait for pedestrians to 
cross the street.  I am concerned that the bus lanes will not be of much help in this matter 
without a queue jumping mechanism for buses if cars are still going to be allowed to clog up 
the bus lanes while waiting to make right turns. 
 
Nevertheless, I believe every little bit should help and I look forward to an improved bus 
commute on the bus lanes.  I just wish it would not take so long to implement. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

7/13/10 9:57 AM[Metro.net] customer comment

Page 1 of 1http://lumpy.global411.com/exchange/GinnyMarieCase/Inbox/No%20S…8C-18C0-4a97-9AF2-036E93DDAFB3/[Metro.net]%20customer%20comment

Reply Reply to all Forward Close Help  

 From:  feedback@metro.net [feedback@metro.net]  Sent:  Mon 7/12/2010 8:51 PM

 To:  WilshireBRT

 Cc:  

 Subject:  [Metro.net] customer comment

 Attachments: 
View As Web Page

Comment from

First Name: Evyn
Last Name:  Espiritu
Email:      ele02009@mymail.pomona.edu
Phone:     
URL:       
------------------------------------------------------------------------

I support the findings of the draft EIR.

I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the proposal to include
Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides.

I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project.

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 46 
Espiritu, Evyn 

Response to Comment No. 46-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: David Ewing [SeriousBus@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 6:11 PM
To: Hetz Matthew
Cc: WilshireBRT; Ken T-Comm Chair Alpern CD11
Subject: Re: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, photos

Mat, 
These are excellent points that point not only to inconveniences for the passengers but to obstacles to smooth 
and speedy operation of the bus line. 
David Ewing 
 
On Jul 17, 2010, at 12:30 AM, Hetz Matthew wrote: 
 
 
I support the development of bus only lanes for Rapid Buses on Wilshire Boulevard.  I spoke at the 
Metro/LADOT meeting, June 30,  at the Felicia Mahood Center, West Los Angeles on the subject, and wish to 
add my comments in writing 
 
The creation of the bus only lanes is only a partial aspect of improving bus travel, particularly with the 
articulated buses in use by Metro.  I have been a consistent bus rider since 1992, and ride rapid buses on 
Wilshire Blvd, and the 704 on Santa Monica Blvd., and the 751 through Westwood Village to the Getty Center.
 
If this project only focuses on the creation on the Rapid Bus lanes, and does not make improvements at the 
Rapid Bus stops, then it will be a failure and will not attract new riders. 
 
One problem with the articulated buses is that the front door swings outward and then glides along the outside 
of the bus.  At many Rapid Bus stops this is a problem due to high curbs.  The streets of Los Angeles carry not 
only vehicles, but when it rains, they act as creeks and rivers to quickly move the water off the streets into the 
storm drains.  To direct the rain water, the curbs are high, otherwise the water would rise up onto the sidewalks 
and onto property. 
 
If the articulated buses stop too close to the high curbs, then the front door hits the curb and cannot open. 
 Sometimes the door is wedged, and the bus cannot move.  To make sure the door opens, the Rapid Buses then 
stop at a distance from the curb.  This makes for a clumsy and difficult boarding and disembarking. The rider 
must step off the sidewalk into the street, and then into the high bus, and vice versa when departing. 
 
There was no forethought in planning when these articulated buses began service, and that makes it very 
difficult for bus riders, particularly senior citizens; people with walking problems; women carrying a baby and 
stroller or pulling an infant along; or people carrying rolling attaches.  If it is raining, the bus rider must step 
into the wet street, sometimes in deep water, to get into and out of the bus.  This is not acceptable, and this 
problem with the front door must be addressed in this project. 
 
Another major problem are the back doors of the articulated buses which many times open onto obstacles or a 
driveway cut-outs in the curbs which make for a very steep step down when disembarking. 
 
Below are photos I've taken of the Wilshire Rapid Bus, Nos. 1 and 2, and the Santa Monica Rapid Bus, the 
remaining photos. 
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The Wilshire Rapid Bus photos, 1 & 2,  are the stop at Westwood Blvd. This stop is on the west side of the 
intersection.  When the back door opens there are a concrete trash can and tree, with a hole around it, in the 
way.  This is not only awkward, it is a hazard, and it is without excuse.  How could a transit system and city 
transportation department in one of the major cities of the world allow this to happen?   
 
I've called Metro and LADOT about this stop, and nothing has changed.   
 
Bus riders are instructed on the the articulated buses to depart via the back doors, so this is not a secret that 
passengers must depart this way.  But it is obvious that no thought was given to the doors on the articulated 
buses, and indeed,  thought must be given on on the processes involved with passengers getting onto and off 
any and all buses.   
 
The other photos are from the Santa Monica Blvd. Rapid Bus.  They show that the back door exit is at a 
driveway cut-out.  This makes for a very steep step, which it can be hazardous.  Moreover, if it is raining,  the 
departing bus rider is forced to step into the gutter carrying water.  This is an insult to bus riders, and wrong 
since this can be avoided by planning. 
 
Since I'm informing you of these situations, Metro and LADOT must carefully study and plan each and every 
Rapid Bus stop in this project to avoid these hazardous situations, and situations which make riding the bus in 
Los Angeles a journey more difficult than it needs to be.  
 
If the new Rapid Bus lanes are to be successful, then careful planning must be made for each and every Rapid 
Bus stop to avoid there poorly planned and horribly executed bus stops. 
 
Matthew Hetz 
Los Angeles 
Member, Los Angeles Council District 11 Transportation Commission 
 
<026_23A.jpg> 
 
Rapid 720 stop, Wilshire Blvd at Westwood.JPG 
  
 
<027_24A.jpg> 
Rapid 720 stop, Wilshire Blvd at Westwood.JPG 
  
 
<IMG_0243.jpg> 
Santa Monica and Barrington  stepping onto 
the driveway cut-out. If it was raining, it would  
be full of water.JPG 
  
 
<IMG_0244.jpg> 
Santa Monica and Bundy 
Notice how much of the woman's leg is cut  
off in photo, indicating the steepness of the step.JPG 
  
 
<IMG_0245.jpg> 
Santa Monica and 26th.JPG 
  
 
<IMG_0280.jpg> 
Santa Monica and Barrington.JPG 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 47 
Ewing, David 

Response to Comment No. 47-1 

Comment noted; please refer to the responses below. 

Response to Comment No. 47-2 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comments regarding 
improvements at the BRT stops have been noted. 

Response to Comment No. 47-3 

The suggestions regarding bus specifications and bus loading and unloading 
features have been noted.  LACMTA is aware of the problem with the front 
door getting hung up at curbs that are 9 inches or higher.  To address this 
problem, operators must pull into those bus zones at least 18 inches away 
from the curb.  LACMTA understands that this is not an ideal situation and 
apologizes for any inconvenience.  LACMTA also makes every effort to 
establish stops where both doors open onto solid curb.  Unfortunately, this is 
impossible to do in every case. 
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Westwood Community Council 

10940 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1400 

Los Angeles, California, 90024 

 

 

July 24, 2010 

 

LACMTA                                  
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-23-1                                                                                             
Los Angeles, Cal.  90012 Attn:  Martha Butler, Project Manager 

Re:  Wilshire Bus Transit Project DEIR Questions/Comments 

Dear Ms. Butler, 

 

On July 20, 2010, you appeared before the Westwood Community Council to give an overview 
of the proposed Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project (BRT).  During the presentation, the 
following questions were asked by board members and members of the audience.  You requested 
that those questions/comments be transmitted to you for responses in the FEIR.  They are 
included below.  Thank you for the efforts to answer them as fully as professionally possible.  
Also, thank you for the time your presentation time before this group. 

 

1.  In 2001, a Westwood area study was completed regarding transit time of buses, which 
included several other bus companies.  The conclusion was that the transit time was good.  What 
has transpired within the intervening years (2001-2010) that led to the conclusion that  rapid 
transit bus lanes are needed within the Westwood Area?  What has changed?  If transit time is 
still acceptable, why is this project being proposed for the Westwood area? 

2.         It is proposed that the Red Line Subway Line will run under Wilshire Blvd. with a stop in 
Westwood.  It is now being proposed to have this line operational within the Westwood area in 
2020 so that it will take 26 minutes to travel from Westwood to Downtown L.A.  How will this 
affect the proposed BRT project?  Won't this proposed subway extension render the BRT 
obsolete?  If not, please explain.  How will the two lines interact and affect one another? 
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3. A test run rapid transit line study was completed two years ago that included the segment 
from Veteran to Centinela.  Onstreet parking was severely constricted and affected business 
viability.  The remaining time of the test project was pulled?  How would the affects from this 
project affect the proposed BRT project? 

4. Since Beverly Hills has opted out of the proposed BRT project, how will the travel time 
be affected once the buses enter into the Beverly Hills city limits?  Experience has shown that 
the travel time is severely reduced once entering this city.  Will there be more congestion, due to 
this proposed project, in Beverly Hills? Please analyze the time affects onto this proposed 
project? 

5. Have you analyzed the amount of cut through traffic from Wilshire Blvd., onto 
Westwood residential streets, specifically, Lindbrook Avenue and Ashton Avenue due to the 
resulting two lanes of traffic flow in each direction?  If not, please do so.  What are the effects on  
other residential streets? 

6. What are the plans, if any, to replace mature sidewalk trees along the Westwood portion 
of the project? 

7. It is expected that this project will add substantially more people onto buses along 
Wilshire Boulevard.  What is being planned to run additional/improved connecting north/south  
bus lines along streets crossing Wilshire Blvd., so that people can truly utilize an improved bus 
system for commuter ease? 

8. How does the improved rapid bus line along Santa Monic Blvd. in Westwood affect the 
proposed BRT project along Wilshire Blvd.? 

9. How can the safety of bicyclists be assured if the bicycle lane is adjacent to the proposed 
BRT lane?  What means will be taken to do so?  Currently, local and express buses traverse 
Wilshire Blvd. in excess of 45 mph.  No joke.  These speeds do not lend to a safe situation. 

10. What other studies, other than New York City ( which is not comparable to Los Angeles, 
since there is an existing extensive subway system), have been looked at to help define and result 
with excellent ridership and excellent vehicular transit?  What are the results?  How do they help 
to define expected results from this proposed project? 

11. What is the timing segment for buses from Selby-Comstock in both directions now?  
What is the timing expected along the same segment for the proposed project?  Further, is there 
time saved for other vehicles that must travel in the remaining two lanes ( each direction during 
rush hours) that would not create a huge bottleneck or add time to such travel?  Please analyze. 
 
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Jackie Freedman for the Westwood Community Council Members 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-257 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 48 
Freedman, Jackie 
Westwood Community Council 

Response to Comment No. 48-1 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. 48-2 

The 2002 study was done using a Base Year of 1998 and SCAG’s RTP 1997 
based projections for future growth.  Our current study was performed using 
a Base Year of 2008 and RTP 2008 projections for future growth.  While the 
projections for growth in the region are done as accurately as possible, over 
time different visions of the future of the region emerge, and slightly 
different future year development patterns are projected.  Each study must be 
done using the best estimate of what the future would be, but over time the 
futures projected would likely be slightly different.  This would result in 
differences in the details of project impacts, but the general trends would 
remain.  Another difference could arise if the future networks have different 
assumptions of what would exist in the future.  The new study included such 
projects as the Expo Light Rail Transit Line and the HOV I-405 Project. 

Response to Comment No. 48-3 

It will be several years before the Metro Purple Line Subway servicing the 
Westwood area is completed.  Even after completion, bus service on Wilshire 
Boulevard would remain to serve those riders who choose not to take rail and 
to carry rail riders from rail stations to their origins/destinations along the 
Wilshire corridor. 

Response to Comment No. 48-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 48-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 

Response to Comment No. 48-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in 
adjacent residential areas. 

Response to Comment No. 48-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 
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Response to Comment No. 48-8 

There are currently no plans to run additional and/or improved connecting 
north/south bus lines along streets crossing Wilshire Boulevard at this time; 
however, should ridership increase along these corridors as a result of the 
Wilshire BRT Project, service levels would be adjusted accordingly. 

Response to Comment No. 48-9 

The Santa Monica Metro Rapid Line in Westwood would have no affect on 
the proposed Wilshire BRT project. 

Response to Comment No. 48-10 

Safety is first at LACMTA.  Metro Rapid bus operators will be made aware of 
the potential for bicycles to be operating in the bus lanes at any given time.  
Special training and information will be provided to the operators prior to 
opening the bus lanes.  Bicycles, by law, are allowed to operate in the bus 
lanes. 

Response to Comment No. 48-11 

In a study conducted for the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Transit Administration, Office of Research, Demonstration and Innovation, 
by CALSTART in 2005, it was found that from Los Angeles to Boston, 
communities across the country are implementing Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
systems and dispelling the perception that buses are an inferior way to travel.  
Some U.S. cities that have implemented bus lanes include San Francisco, 
Orlando, Salt Lake City, Cleveland, and Boston.  Bus lanes are a key attribute 
of Bus Rapid Transit.  Bus lanes make transit usage more attractive by 
reducing transit travel times, increasing service reliability, and improving 
safety. 

Response to Comment No. 48-12 

It can take buses on the Metro Rapid Line 720 approximately 3 to 4 minutes 
in the a.m. peak and 3 to 5 minutes in the pm peak to travel between Selby 
Avenue and Comstock Avenue.  A one-way time savings of up to 1.5 minutes 
is expected in bus travel time for this segment.  All of these cumulative 
savings would result in significantly improved passenger travel times and 
service reliability along Wilshire Boulevard.  The bus lanes will also benefit 
local line 20 as well, which operates approximately 29% slower then Metro 
Rapid during peak hours.  
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Freedman, Marolyn [mfreedman@smmusd.org]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 2:52 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Blvd. during rush hour, eliminating two car lanes. I vote 

"NO!"

To whom it may concern, I would like to voice my concern over the plan to eliminate 2 car lanes and dedicate them to 
busses.  
  
I believe that public transportation is very important, but Wilshire is already like a freeway. Eliminating 2 lanes will send 
the more cars into the existing lanes.  
  
It will also endanger the  community who currently use  the schools, rest homes, churches and synagogues in that area.  
  
There is a lot of pedestrian traffic crossing Wilshire that will also be impacted by the proposed change.  
  
I have witnessed the city busses with limited stops speeding through intersections. They are already very dangerous.  
  
I vote no on eliminating the two car lanes and dedicating them to busses during rush hour.  
  
Sincerely, Marolyn Freedman 
1286 Woodruff Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-260 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 49 
Freedman, Marolyn 

Response to Comment No. 49-1 

The commenter is correct that the conversion of the curb lanes to bus lanes 
would result in more vehicles using the remaining lanes.  The Draft EIR/EA 
and TIA identify intersections that would be significantly impacted by the 
proposed project’s reduction in travel lanes and that cannot be mitigated. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Master Response No. 14 
regarding pedestrian safety. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Alexander the Great [alek3000@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 8:57 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: RE: Suggestion on Wilshire BRT Project

Dear Sir or Madam, 
as a transit supporter, and a frequent rider, I would strongly suggest to consider placing Electric 
Trolleybuses for the Wilshire BRT. 
Electric trolleybuses have been very successful all over the world, including American cities like San 
Francisco and Seattle. 
Wilshire Blvd is a purely urban corridor, with heavy passenger demand, and the urban appearance of 
the corridor almost requires the addition of electric trolleybuses!  
The trolleybus vehicles are entirely pollution-free, draw more ridership overall (thanks do a smoother 
ride, with faster acceleration and deceleration), and the overhead wiring creates a sense of permanent 
mass transit presence on the street, which draws more patrons, especially discretionary drivers.  
More importantly, the trolleybuses will bring Los Angeles public transportation to a whole new level, 
ultimately gaining much wider support and generating higher ridership! 
Our regular Buses (even the 60-foot NABI), on the other hand, are becoming outdated, and have 
never been too attractive to riders, especially when comparing to transit systems' vehicles around the 
world; I think it is perfect time for MTA to consider implementing Electric Trolleybuses. As MTA 
knows, discretionary transit usage around Los Angeles has been quite low, and traditional, outdated 
vehicles are one of the reasons. Trolleybus implementation has proven to attract more people, who 
become regular MTA patrons. 
Thank you kindly for your consideration. 
I am looking forward to seeing electric trolleybuses on the streets of Los Angeles! 
Yours truly, 
Alexander Friedman 
(323) 465-8511 
1330 N. Orange Dr., Apt 106 
Hollywood, CA  90028-7532 
  
P.S. Below please see a rendering of a local MTA trolleybus in Los Angeles, 
as well as real trolleybuses used all over the world; 
those would look truly great on our city streets. 
  
Rendering of a Los Angeles MTA trolleybus: 

569

19550
Text Box

19550
Text Box
LETTER 50

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
1



 
  
San Francisco Muni trolleybus: 

 
  
  
Trolleybuses used in other countries: 
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A double-articulated trolleybus: 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-264 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 50 
Friedman, Alexander 

Response to Comment No. 50-1 

Comment noted.  LACMTA is not considering a streetcar project on Wilshire 
Boulevard at this time.  As this comment does not state a concern or a 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no 
further response is warranted  However, the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration.  
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 8:44 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Alexander 
Last Name:  Friedman 
Email:      alek3000@sbcglobal.net 
Phone:      (323) 465‐8511 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
as a transit supporter (and frequent user), I would strongly suggest to consider placing 
Electric Trolleybuses for the Wilshire BRT. 
Electric trolleybuses have been very successful all over the world, including American cities 
like San Francisco and Seattle. 
Wilshire Blvd is a purely urban corridor, with heavy passenger demand, and the urban 
appearance of the corridor almost requires to add electric trolleybuses! The trolleybus 
vehicles are entirely pollution‐free, draw more ridership overall (for a smoother ride, with 
faster acceleration and deceleration), and the overhead wiring creates a sense of permanent 
mass transit presence on the street.  
More importantly, the trolleybuses will bring Los Angeles public transportation to a whole 
new level, ultimately gaining much wider support and generating higher ridership! 
Whereas regular Buses (even the 60‐foot NABI) are becoming outdated, especially when 
comparing to transit systems' vehicles around the world; I think it is perfect time for MTA 
to consider implementing Electric Trolleybuses. 
Thank you kindly for your consideration. 
Yours truly, 
Alexander 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-266 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 51 
Friedman, Alexander 

Response to Comment No. 51-1 

Comment noted.  LACMTA is not considering a streetcar project on Wilshire 
Boulevard at this time.  As this comment does not state a concern or a 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no 
further response is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 1:17 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Alexander 
Last Name:  Friedman 
Email:      alek3000@sbcglobal.net 
Phone:      (323) 465‐8511 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
as a transit supporter, and a Metro patron, I would strongly suggest to consider placing 
Electric Trolleybuses for the Wilshire BRT. 
  
Electric trolleybuses have been very successful all over the world, including American cities 
like San Francisco and Seattle. Likewise, Wilshire Blvd is a purely urban corridor, with 
heavy passenger demand, and the urban appearance of the corridor almost requires the addition 
of electric trolleybuses!  
  
The trolleybus vehicles are entirely pollution‐free, draw more ridership overall (thanks do a 
smoother ride, with faster acceleration and deceleration), and the overhead wiring creates a 
sense of permanent mass transit presence on the street, which draws more patrons, especially 
discretionary drivers.  
  
More importantly, the trolleybuses will bring Los Angeles public transportation to a whole 
new level, ultimately gaining much wider support and generating higher ridership! Personally, 
I nowadays use public transportation only occasionally (due to reduced service and overall 
inefficiency, sorry to say), but ‐ implementing Trolleybuses will attract me as your patron 
much more than the buses, and I will use Metro more frequently. 
  
Our regular Buses (even the 60‐foot NABI), on the other hand, are becoming outdated, and have 
never been too attractive to riders, especially when comparing to transit systems' vehicles 
around the world; I think it is perfect time for MTA to consider implementing Electric 
Trolleybuses. As MTA knows, discretionary transit usage around Los Angeles has been quite 
low, and traditional, outdated vehicles are one of the reasons.  
  
Trolleybus implementation has proven to attract more people, who become regular MTA patrons. 
Thank you kindly for your consideration. 
I am looking forward to seeing electric trolleybuses on the streets of Los Angeles. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-268 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 52 
Friedman, Alexander 

Response to Comment No. 52-1 

Comment noted.  LACMTA is not considering a streetcar project on Wilshire 
Boulevard at this time.  As this comment does not state a concern or a 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no 
further response is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-274 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 53 
Friedman, Alexander 

Response to Comment No. 53-1 

Comment noted.  LACMTA is not considering a streetcar project on Wilshire 
Boulevard at this time.  As this comment does not state a concern or a 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no 
further response is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-276 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 54 
Goldman, Eleanor 

Response to Comment No. 54-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-279 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 55 
Goldman, Merrill 

Response to Comment No. 55-1 

Comment noted; please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 55-2 through 55-
6 below. 

Response to Comment No. 55-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 

Response to Comment No. 55-3 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City 
Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  However, at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to 
study an additional alternative that reduce the length of the bus lanes by one 
mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood 
Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering 
Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  This 
alternative is considered a refinement to Alternative A and would be the same 
as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing 
between the western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme 
Avenue.  This alternative would also result in the retention of the jut-outs to 
maintain the buffer between the active lanes of Wilshire Boulevard and the 
front walls of the residences between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 55-4 

The commenter’s assertions that the GHG analysis is legally inadequate 
under CEQA on the basis that (1) thresholds are not supported by substantial 
evidence, and (2) the chapter states that there is no CEQA guidance for 
developing thresholds or analysis, are incorrect.  The GHG emissions 
thresholds identified at the top of page 4.2-16 in the Draft EIR/EA, which 
read “generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the environment,”  and “conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases,” are identical to the GHG emissions 
thresholds added as part of the CEQA Guideline revisions adopted in 
December 2009 that became effective in March 2010 (as identified by the 
commenter).  A quantitative analysis was completed, and the results were 
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presented in Table 4.2-8 (Estimate of Project-Related Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions) on page 4.2-30 in the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment No. 55-5 

As detailed starting on page 4.2-22 of the Draft EIR/EA under “Operational 
Impacts,” air pollutant concentrations are highest at congested intersection 
locations, and pollutant concentrations decrease as the distance from the 
emissions source (i.e., congested intersection) increases.  For purposes of 
providing a conservative worst-case impact analysis, mobile-source air quality 
impacts were evaluated at the most congested intersection locations as 
identified by the traffic impact study and discussed in Section 4.1 (Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking) in the Draft EIR/EA.  As demonstrated in 
Table 4.2-6 and Table 4.2-7 in the Draft EIR/EA, potential impacts would be 
less than significant at areas immediately adjacent to congested intersections.  
As such, impacts would also be less-than-significant at more distant sensitive 
receptor locations, such as those locations identified by the commenter. 

Response to Comment No. 55-6 

Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA and TIA identify intersections that would be 
significantly impacted by implementation of the proposed project and that 
cannot be mitigated. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Susan Gordon [sgordonnow@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 11:15 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: NO PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon.

Dear L.A. County MTA: 
 
My husband and I strongly support bus ridership, and our 17-year-old 
daughter rides the bus every day. However, we do NOT support dedicated 
bus lanes from Comstock Avenue to Glendon Avenue because we believe 
that reducing the number of car lanes will increase backups across west 
Los Angeles during rush hour and make it very difficult to access Wilshire 
Boulevard from our neighborhood. Also: Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch 
right now.  A dedicated bus lane would allow for greater speeds endangering cyclists and 
pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go to Holmby Park, synagogues and churches. 
 
We favor NO PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to 
Glendon. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Gordon and Ted Schachter 

10264 Rochester Avenue 

Los Angeles CA 90024 

sgordonnow@gmail.com 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-282 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 56 
Gordon, Susan 

Response to Comment No. 56-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Master Response No. 14 
regarding pedestrian safety. 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-284 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 57 
Grein, George, Law Enforcement Liaison 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

Response to Comment No. 57-1 

During the first two weeks of the 2003-2004 Wilshire BRT Demonstration 
project, LADOT employed seven City of Los Angeles traffic officers, during 
the a.m. peak-period and seven  traffic officers during the p.m. peak-period to 
monitor and enforce parking compliance along the project’s corridors.  
During the same period, no other law enforcement personnel were 
specifically assigned to the project.  Enforcement along the project corridors 
by the LAPD was performed as part of routine law enforcement duties.  The 
number of designated traffic officers were later gradually reduced to zero 
beginning the fifth week of the project startup.  During the demonstration 
period, LADOT traffic officers issued 746 parking citations to parking 
violators, and 249 additional citations that were accompanied with the 
impounding of the violators’ vehicles.  During the same period, LAPD issued 
231 moving violations, 55 parking violations and impounded 2 vehicles.  
Therefore, it is clear that aggressive and sustained parking and moving 
enforcement along the project route would optimize the efficiency of the bus 
lanes.  Therefore, the proposal to assign specific on-duty motorcycle officers 
to patrol the bus lanes will be considered. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 10:54 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: avi 
Last Name:  hakim 
Email:      avi@wilshiremanagement.com 
Phone:      323‐655‐1212 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I strongly disagree with placing any exclusive bus lanes even if its for designated times 
during the day. 
I have lived in Los Angeles for over 40 years, i drive a significant amount of time along the 
wilshire boulevard from santa monica to downtown. 
i remember the back up in traffic that was caused by having a bus only lane in brentwood, i 
saw the many accidents that almost happened as a result of driver's frustrations due to the 
increased traffic jams.  I am convinced that this will not benefit the community or traffic 
congestions at all. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-286 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 58 
Hakim, Avi 

Response to Comment No. 58-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 10:05 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: John  
Last Name:  Hall 
Email:      jwhall@dslextreme.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project: 
 
I support the findings of the draft EIR. This is another step in the right direction.   If 
only the city of Beverly Hills could participate. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-288 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 59 
Hall, John 

Response to Comment No. 59-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 3:36 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Alia 
Last Name:  Hamilton 
Email:      alia.hamilton@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I think it's a great Idea! It's about time and way over due.  Is there any way that we can 
let our out of town visitor's know that Beverly Hills didn't want to be included in the (BRT) 
project, therefore letting our visitor's think twice about spending there hard earn money in 
a city that feels they are above everybody else? 
 
Thanks for listening. 
 
(BRT) Project. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-290 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 60 
Hamilton, Alia 

Response to Comment No. 60-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Gratiano [gratiano@pacbell.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 1:31 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Comment on Wilsire Line

When the fast lanes of the Santa Monica Freeway were turned by fiat under the administration of Governor Jerry Brown 
into Diamond Lanes.  Chaos ensued.  Gridlock became so intense that the Diamond Lanes eventually were removed, and 
traffic went back to normal.   
 
Do we have any evidence that the vehicles eliminated by the express bus lanes from travelling on Wilshire won’t move to 
other east west boulevards and cause traffic chaos on those roads?  Richard S Harmetz, 2065 Kerwood Avenue, Los 
Angeles, CA 90025-6006   
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-292 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 61 
Harmetz, Richard 

Response to Comment No. 61-1 

With the implementation of bus lanes along a significant length of Wilshire 
Boulevard, LACMTA and LADOT anticipate that people would change their 
travel patterns and divert onto other streets.  Accordingly, these changes in 
travel patterns and diversions onto other streets were accounted for in the 
traffic impact analysis.  Consequently, many of the intersections noted as 
impacted in the Draft EIR/EA are on several streets other than just Wilshire 
Boulevard. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 10:25 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Katidia 
Last Name:  Haro 
Email:      katidiah@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
1. I support the findings of the draft EIR. 
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor 
amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project 
where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides. 
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project.  
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-294 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 62 
Haro, Katidia 

Response to Comment No. 62-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

To: feedback@metro.net
Subject: RE: [Metro.net] customer comment

From: feedback@metro.net [mailto:feedback@metro.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 5:12 PM 
To: WilshireBRT 
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment 
 
Comment from 
 
First Name: John 
Last Name:  Heidt 
Email:      jheidt@heidttorres.com 
Phone:      310‐593‐0093 x108 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
The high speed bus lane on Wilshire in the Westwood area is a very bad idea due to the fact 
that during rush hour it proved to be a disaster between Veteran and Centinela during the 
test period a few years ago.  I experienced it on a daily basis when it was operating.  The 
gridlock of cars was insane.  My wife received multiple tickets as she could not get over 
within a block of turning into the bus lane from side streets.  MTA reliability relative to 
time between stops may have improved but for automobile drivers it was a total nightmare.  My 
drive home from Centinela to Westwood without traffic is 7 minutes, during rush hour it is 20 
minutes and during the test period it was 50 minutes. 
 
 
Westwood in the residential condo corridor is a neighborhood.  We do not need high speed 
buses in our neighborhood.  There is already too much asphalt and concrete in this area.  The 
idea of removing the jut outs is an awful idea.  This would negatively impact the residences, 
churches, synagogues, and the preschool play yard at the Westwood United Methodist Church.  
Bus traffic in this area is mostly unimpeded during rush hour at this time in any event but 
again more importantly why would we want high speed busses in a residential neighborhood? 
 
 
Based upon all the MTA meetings on the subway Westwood is very much in favor of the 3010 plan 
for the subway.  I will ride the subway and happily park my car at my office for extended 
periods of time to ride the subway.  For my line of work I have to be on a schedule and the 
bus simply does not work on a schedule.  The bottle neck of all bottle necks for the bus is 
Beverly Hills and Beverly Hills is not going to participate in the bus lane as proposed.  My 
understanding is they want the subway too. 
 
  
My recommendation to the MTA is to push the 3010 plan and forget about this bus lane idea on 
the Westside.  It is not needed in the corridor of condos and will prove a disaster between 
Veteran and Centineala same as it did a few years ago.   
 
 
Please let me know if you would like to use the Westwood United Methodist Church for 
additional meetings for the subway. 
 
 
Thank you. 
 
  
John Heidt 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-296 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 63 
Heidt, John 

Response to Comment No. 63-1 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 63-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Master Response No. 14 
regarding pedestrian safety. 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered Alternative A (Truncated Project 
Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative and recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA 
Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an 
additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one 
mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood 
Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering 
Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  This 
alternative is considered a refinement to Alternative A and would be the same 
as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing 
between the western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme 
Avenue.  Accordingly, this alternative would result in the retention of the jut-
outs. 

Response to Comment No. 63-3 

It will be several years before the Metro Purple Line Subway servicing the 
Westwood area is completed.  Even after completion, bus service on Wilshire 
Boulevard would remain to serve those riders who choose not to take rail and 
to carry rail riders from rail stations to their origins/destinations along the 
Wilshire corridor. 

Response to Comment No. 63-4 

Comment noted; please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 63-1 and 63-3 
above. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Loan Audits [loanauditscal@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2010 12:28 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Comments in support of bus only lanes on Wilshire

Comment from 
 
First Name: Henry 
Last Name:  Tang 
Email:      tanghenry@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I commute daily to Wilshire/Westwood on the 920 Rapid Express or the 720 Rapid from the 
Red/Purple line stations Wilshire/Western or Wilshire/Vermont. 
 
I can experience first‐hand the delays the buses endure when stuck in the same congestion 
caused by all the automobile traffic during the rush hours.  Often there are delays caused by 
autos in the right lane trying to make right turns but forced to wait for pedestrians to 
cross the street.  I am concerned that the bus lanes will not be of much help in this matter 
without a queue jumping mechanism for buses if cars are still going to be allowed to clog up 
the bus lanes while waiting to make right turns. 
 
Nevertheless, I believe every little bit should help and I look forward to an improved bus 
commute on the bus lanes.  I just wish it would not take so long to implement. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

7/12/10 2:13 PMComment in support of bus only lanes on Wilshire

Page 1 of 1http://lumpy.global411.com/exchange/GinnyMarieCase/Inbox/comment…omment%20in%20support%20of%20bus%20only%20lanes%20on%20Wilshire

Reply Reply to all Forward Close Help  

 From:  Loan Audits [loanauditscal@gmail.com]  Sent:  Mon 7/12/2010 12:28 PM

 To:  WilshireBRT

 Cc:  

 Subject:  Comment in support of bus only lanes on Wilshire

 Attachments: 
View As Web Page

Hello,

I'd like to make three points:

1. I support the findings of the draft EIR.

2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the
proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project where the Westlake/Alvarado community
resides.

3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project.

Bus and Metro Rail lines will improve Los Angeles infrastructure and provide affordable alternatives to transporation
costs as well as reduce congestion, road repair, accidents, traffic, provide cleaner air and improve travel times. The
benefits are numerous.
 
Sincerely,
 
Lisa Henschel

605

19550
Text Box

19550
Text Box
LETTER 64

19550
Text Box
1

19550
Line

19550
Text Box



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-298 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 64 
Henschel, Lisa 

Response to Comment No. 64-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Hetz Matthew [hermes333@dslextreme.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 17, 2010 12:31 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: Ken T-Comm Chair Alpern CD11; Ewing, David; Hetz, Matthew
Subject: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project, photos

I support the development of bus only lanes for Rapid Buses on Wilshire Boulevard.  I spoke at the 
Metro/LADOT meeting, June 30,  at the Felicia Mahood Center, West Los Angeles on the subject, and wish to 
add my comments in writing 
 
The creation of the bus only lanes is only a partial aspect of improving bus travel, particularly with the 
articulated buses in use by Metro.  I have been a consistent bus rider since 1992, and ride rapid buses on 
Wilshire Blvd, and the 704 on Santa Monica Blvd., and the 751 through Westwood Village to the Getty Center.
 
If this project only focuses on the creation on the Rapid Bus lanes, and does not make improvements at the 
Rapid Bus stops, then it will be a failure and will not attract new riders. 
 
One problem with the articulated buses is that the front door swings outward and then glides along the outside 
of the bus.  At many Rapid Bus stops this is a problem due to high curbs.  The streets of Los Angeles carry not 
only vehicles, but when it rains, they act as creeks and rivers to quickly move the water off the streets into the 
storm drains.  To direct the rain water, the curbs are high, otherwise the water would rise up onto the sidewalks 
and onto property. 
 
If the articulated buses stop too close to the high curbs, then the front door hits the curb and cannot open. 
 Sometimes the door is wedged, and the bus cannot move.  To make sure the door opens, the Rapid Buses then 
stop at a distance from the curb.  This makes for a clumsy and difficult boarding and disembarking. The rider 
must step off the sidewalk into the street, and then into the high bus, and vice versa when departing. 
 
There was no forethought in planning when these articulated buses began service, and that makes it very 
difficult for bus riders, particularly senior citizens; people with walking problems; women carrying a baby and 
stroller or pulling an infant along; or people carrying rolling attaches.  If it is raining, the bus rider must step 
into the wet street, sometimes in deep water, to get into and out of the bus.  This is not acceptable, and this 
problem with the front door must be addressed in this project. 
 
Another major problem are the back doors of the articulated buses which many times open onto obstacles or a 
driveway cut-outs in the curbs which make for a very steep step down when disembarking. 
 
Below are photos I've taken of the Wilshire Rapid Bus, Nos. 1 and 2, and the Santa Monica Rapid Bus, the 
remaining photos. 
 
The Wilshire Rapid Bus photos, 1 & 2,  are the stop at Westwood Blvd. This stop is on the west side of the 
intersection.  When the back door opens there are a concrete trash can and tree, with a hole around it, in the 
way.  This is not only awkward, it is a hazard, and it is without excuse.  How could a transit system and city 
transportation department in one of the major cities of the world allow this to happen?   
 
I've called Metro and LADOT about this stop, and nothing has changed.   
 
Bus riders are instructed on the the articulated buses to depart via the back doors, so this is not a secret that 
passengers must depart this way.  But it is obvious that no thought was given to the doors on the articulated 
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buses, and indeed,  thought must be given on on the processes involved with passengers getting onto and off 
any and all buses.   
 
The other photos are from the Santa Monica Blvd. Rapid Bus.  They show that the back door exit is at a 
driveway cut-out.  This makes for a very steep step, which it can be hazardous.  Moreover, if it is raining,  the 
departing bus rider is forced to step into the gutter carrying water.  This is an insult to bus riders, and wrong 
since this can be avoided by planning. 
 
Since I'm informing you of these situations, Metro and LADOT must carefully study and plan each and every 
Rapid Bus stop in this project to avoid these hazardous situations, and situations which make riding the bus in 
Los Angeles a journey more difficult than it needs to be.  
 
If the new Rapid Bus lanes are to be successful, then careful planning must be made for each and every Rapid 
Bus stop to avoid there poorly planned and horribly executed bus stops. 
 
Matthew Hetz 
Los Angeles 
Member, Los Angeles Council District 11 Transportation Commission 
 

 
 
Rapid 720 stop, Wilshire Blvd at Westwood.JPG 
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Rapid 720 stop, Wilshire Blvd at Westwood.JPG 
  
 

 
Santa Monica and Barrington  stepping onto 
the driveway cut-out. If it was raining, it would  
be full of water.JPG 
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Santa Monica and Bundy 
Notice how much of the woman's leg is cut  
off in photo, indicating the steepness of the step.JPG 
  
 

 
Santa Monica and 26th.JPG 
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Santa Monica and Barrington.JPG 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-304 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 65 
Hetz, Matthew 

Response to Comment No. 65-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comments regarding 
improvements at the BRT stops have been noted. 

Response to Comment No. 65-2 

The suggestions regarding bus specifications and bus loading and unloading 
features have been noted. 
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Subject: Wilshire Blvd bus only lanes 
Date: Monday, July 12, 2010 1:02 AM 
From: DENNIS HINDMAN <dennis.hindman@att.net> 
To: Wilshire BRT wilshirebrt@metro.net 
 

It is imperative that the implimentation of the bus only lanes include the right to ride a bicycle in that 
lane during those hours. If bicycles are prohibited then most people who would want to ride down 
Wilshire Blvd during peak hours will be effectively excluded from this street during this time as riding in 
the next lane will put the bicyclist in between two travel lanes which will greatly increase their level of 
danger. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-306 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 66 
Hindman, Dennis 

Response to Comment No. 66-1 

Bicycles would be allowed to operate in the bus lanes. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: lavotefire@gmail.com on behalf of David Holtzman [david@holtzmanlaw.com]
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 9:31 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: thom.mrozek@usdoj.gov; leon.weidman@usdoj.gov; gary.plessman@usdoj.gov; 

lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; henry.waxman@mail.house.gov
Subject: Comments on Wilshire “BRT” DEIR

Dear L.A. County MTA: 

The following are comments, due today (July 26, 2010), on the DEIR for the proposed Wilshire Bus Rapid 
Transit Project.  My contact information remains the same as for my scoping comments, which are 
incorporated herein by reference (many are not addressed in the DEIR). 

Except where explicitly indicated, in these comments “DEIR” refers to the whole document under review, 
including the Draft EA (or EIS) provisions prepared for federal purposes.  Also, in these comments “right lanes” 
generally means what the DEIR calls “curb lanes.”  Where these comments state that the DEIR is inadequate, 
that statement means a new DEIR should be prepared and circulated (or “recirculated,” if that is the proper 
term), and it would be premature and possibly contrary to law to move forward with the preparation or 
circulation of any so‐called “final” document. 

For 5 hours a day on weekdays, the project would turn portions of Wilshire Boulevard into “hate zones”.  
These hate zones would be filled with unwanted noise, pollution, traffic congestion, and police.  This is not idle 
speculation.  Actual experience with imposing this project’s rules on the section of Wilshire in the City of Los 
Angeles west of Federal Ave was miserable for people in the area.  Miserable. 

The DEIR states that there was a 14% increase in bus speed during this miserable experience, but does not cite 
a report or data to substantiate this claim.  Even so, that would amount to going at most 2 or 3 miles per hour 
faster.  That cannot be worth the disruption caused.  By itself, failure to substantiate that claim renders the 
DEIR inadequate.  So does failure to address the miserable previous experience in any detailed way.  So does 
failure to cite and make available studies that exist of that miserable experience. 

I myself was awakened from sleep several times during the miserable experience by the sirens of police 
(usually Sherriff’s motorcycles, it seems) vainly trying to keep the right lanes clear of non‐bus traffic.  But cars 
often could not make right turns from side streets onto Wilshire without at least momentarily stopping and 
blocking potential bus travel in the right lane.  (When I took the bus during the miserable experience, it did not 
seem like buses arrived any more frequently.)  (When I rode a bicycle in the right lane then [it was permitted], 
I was able to use the lane better than buses were.  I would try to let buses pass me when and if they 
approached, which was generally feasible only at intersections.) 

To ignore the actual significant experience of noise during a real‐life trial, in submitting an environmental 
document to support an application for government funds, would be to lie in contravention of the law.  This 
document, the DEIR, does ignore that experience, and does ignore or fail to present readily‐obtainable actual 
experiences or data, instead of estimations from models.  (Air pollution was significantly increased, for 
example, as could be noticed by sight or smell, as motor vehicles were more clustered and started and 
stopped more times per block travelled.)  For this reason among others, a new DEIR must be prepared and 
circulated. 
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As far as I can tell, the DEIR similarly ignores the increased hazard to waiting passengers (often including high 
school students) and other pedestrians from narrowing the sidewalk containing the bus stop by the 7‐11 store 
parking lot between Barrington and Federal.  The sidewalk there is already often filled with people overflowing 
into the parking lot.  Narrowing it risks pushing people into Wilshire traffic or into the path of motor vehicles 
in the parking lot.  In response, the 7‐11 store management or the property owner might put up a fence or 
landscaping to separate the sidewalk from the parking lot, which would only further increase the likelihood of 
student horseplay resulting in a tragic accident.  Police motorcycle travel or an increase in bus speed would 
add to this hazard risk. 

I reserve the right to sue under the federal False Claims Act (or other applicable law) if this DEIR, or a false, 
incomplete, inadequate document like it, is submitted to the federal government.  To preserve my rights 
under that law, I am transmitting copies of this comment letter to the offices of the U.S. Attorney for the 
Central District of California and my U.S. Representative.  Currently, the Wilshire BRT project appears to be 
primarily an effort to obtain federal funds for road repairs, an effort that disregards the environmental and 
social costs of imposing unnecessary restrictions on a vital, historic, public facility. 

Concerns re Presentation. 

The text and some tables of Appendix C are largely duplicative of material in the Air Quality and EA chapters of 
the DEIR.  This is a waste of paper, energy, ink and readers’ time.  That material should be presented once, in 
the body of the EIR chapters, if it is necessary at all. 

Concerns re Definitions, Cumulative Impacts, and Consistency with an AQMP, RTIP or RTP. 

Consistency with an Air Quality Management Plan, Regional Transportation Improvement Plan or Regional 
Transportation Plan is not all that need be considered to determine the significance of cumulative impacts.  
The lead agency must make its own determination of significance.  The DEIR does not make that clear and is 
inadequate.  In fact, the DEIR wrongly cites part of a CEQA guideline to imply the opposite.  On page 48 of 
Appendix C, use of the conclusory phrase "As such" falsely implies that the preceding factors are the only 
things that may enter into a determination regarding the significance of cumulative impacts. 

The DEIR attempts but fails to waive away concerns about cumulative impacts on air quality by reference to an 
AQMP and its subsidiary RTP.  Increased fuel burning by non‐MTA vehicles slowed by project‐related 
congestion is not accounted for, for example.  Increased travel time is associated with increased emissions 
when travel is below optimal speeds for efficient use of fuel.  In areas out of attainment for air quality 
standards, any increase in emissions of pollutants or precursors may be significant.  The same goes for GHG 
emissions.  The subject DEIR does not sufficiently address these issues. 

The DEIR misquotes and misapplies CEQA guidelines § 15064(h)(3).  The quote in the DEIR is incomplete and 
inaccurate.  Moreover, this subsection of the guidelines is intended for use only when deciding whether or not 
an EIR must be prepared.  So it is not valid for use in an EIR. 

Just as merely including the word “Bus” in a proposal does not automatically mean the proposal is good, 
simply slapping the word “Rapid” on a proposal does not automatically mean the proposal would transform 
slow transportation to “rapid transportation” in the commonly understood sense of the term.  To establish 
consistency with the description in the RTP, the DEIR must first define BRT, particularly the “R” part.  Of 
particular difficulty may be explaining why buses that already display the label “Rapid” require a project like 
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the one proposed to be considered actually rapid.  Is the “Rapid” false advertising?  Since it lacks an adequate 
explanation of this issue, the DEIR is inadequate. 

To my knowledge, the only available description of the 2008 RTP plan referenced in the DEIR, RTP ID 
LA29202W, is “MID ‐CITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR: WILSHIRE BLVD. FROM VERMONT TO SANTA MONICA 
DOWNTOWN‐ MID‐CITY WILSHIRE BRT INCL. DIV. EXPANSION” [emphasis added].  (In some older documents 
(e.g., http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2007/aqmd/is_nop/07aqmp/appB.doc), it is described as “MID 
‐CITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR: WILSHIRE BLVD. FROM VERMONT TO SANTA MONICA DOWNTOWN‐ MID‐CITY 
WILSHIRE BRT INCL. DIV. 10 EXPANSION” [emphasis added].  This description is internally contradictory, 
because nothing west of I‐405 is considered “Mid‐City” in anyone’s reasonable estimation.  Vermont Avenue is 
in Koreatown, and not in Downtown Los Angeles, so the word “downtown” must refer to Santa Monica.  
Perhaps the BRT (whatever that means) part of this project was intended to be limited to the actual Mid‐City 
area, but the listed funding was intended to be used, in part, for the sorely needed repaving or resurfacing of 
the right lanes of Wilshire all the way from Koreatown (Vermont Ave.) to Wilshire’s westward end, possibly to 
protect buses from damage or to protect passengers’ nerves.  An adequate DEIR would have elaborated on 
the description in the RTP (and explained the abbreviation “DIV.”) and at least attempted to demonstrate that 
the currently proposed project is consistent with that definition.  This DEIR did not, and is inadequate. 

Given that the project description in the RTP includes does not exclude the Beverly Hills or Santa Monica 
portions of Wilshire Blvd (downtown Santa Monica , even by the expansive definition of the Bayside District 
Corporation [a public‐private management company that oversees Downtown Santa Monica], does not begin 
until 7th Street when travelling westbound on Wilshire [http://downtownsm.com/about/index.html]), the 
apparent refusal by Beverly Hills and Santa Monica to participate in the project is evidence that some officials 
or civic leaders are concerned about the disruption or environmental impacts it would cause.  Failure to 
document and address those concerns in the DEIR is a further indication of the DEIR’s inadequacy and another 
reason a new DEIR must be prepared. 

With regard to greenhouse gases, the DEIR suggests that emissions from project and would be “negligible,” 
and includes the inane statement, “The proposed project’s amount of emissions, without considering other 
cumulative global emissions, would be insufficient to cause climate change.”  By what standard would GHG 
emissions be “negligible”?  Did the analysis here include increased travel time (and hence emissions) for the 
same number of private vehicles?  Or, in the alternative, did it assume forcing people onto buses (which would 
be a civil rights violation ‐‐ see below)?  In this regard, the DEIR is inadequate. 

Additional Concerns re Environmental Assessment Chapter. 

The DEIR’s Chapter 7, Environmental Assessment, on p. 7‐11, says “localized operational air quality impacts 
related to criteria pollutants, would not be considered substantially adverse” but only one pollutant, carbon 
monoxide, was considered.  Here, again, the DEIR is inadequate. 

Also on p. 7‐11, the DEIR states, “The proposed action would be expected to reduce air pollutant emissions by 
encouraging more commuters to leave their cars and ride the CNG powered buses.”  The DEIR appears to be 
inadequate with regard to that statement because nowhere did I see an analysis of bus ridership effects of the 
project (or proposed action, whatever the proper term is), car trip effects, or of emissions from affected car 
trips, which would likely, as suggested above, be substantially increased due to increased travel time and 
associated increased and more inefficient fuel burning.   
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The DEIR is also inadequate because it did not address civil rights impacts of the proposed action/project.  
Peak‐hour buses on Wilshire in the project area are already visibly crowded beyond the load factor found by a 
federal court to constitute a civil rights violation during the pendency of the consent decree resulting from 
litigation involving the Bus Riders Union.  Also plainly visible is the largely non‐white appearance of the over‐
packed riders.  Regardless of whether racial discrimination is involved, a court would likely find action 
intended to be “encouraging” (which is not too far from “forcing”) people to travel on overcrowded buses to 
be a civil rights or constitutional violation.  I reserve the right to bring a lawsuit to redress such a violation on 
behalf of myself, a group of plaintiffs, or a class. 

As far as I can tell, nowhere in the DEIR does MTA commit to, or analyze, adding buses or bus trips to the 
Wilshire corridor in order to reduce overcrowding.  Did I miss something? 

Note: the schoolchildren who ride the bus from the stop near the 7‐11 store between Barrington and Federal 
are overwhelmingly non‐white, and they mainly ride from there in non‐peak hours, so would not benefit from 
the project, but would be burdened by project construction and from the narrowing of the sidewalk (discussed 
above).  The DEIR is inadequate for not discussing this and things like it at least under the heading of 
environmental justice.  Looking at near‐project residence census data is simply not enough. 

On p. 7‐12, the DEIR notes “SCAQMD recommends that a health risk assessment (HRA) be conducted for 
projects that emit substantial diesel particulate emissions”.  Well, operation of the proposed project would 
cause substantial diesel particulate emissions by causing more starting and stopping of the existing diesel 
vehicle traffic which would be crammed into fewer lanes with slower travel and fewer vehicles getting through 
intersections per traffic light cycle.  So by not including such an HRA, the DEIR is inadequate. 

Also on p. 7‐12, the DEIR misleadingly says, “Since the proposed action would operate CNG buses rather than 
diesel buses and would not result in the emission of acute and/or chronically hazardous TAC pollutants, an air 
toxics HRA is not warranted.”  This suggests to the reader that diesel buses would be replaced, which is not 
true.  In addition, as far as I can tell, the project/action would does not involving adding any additional CNG 
buses to Wilshire travel.  Furthermore, the action *would* result in TAC emissions from re‐directed and 
slowed traffic.  This statement is a further indication that the DEIR is inadequate.  Finally, the DEIR should 
present the results of an air toxics HRA. 

On p. 7‐31, the DEIR says, “The proposed action would convert existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard to 
bus and right‐turn only operation in the peak periods on weekdays.”  But I was under the impression that 
bicycle travel would also be allowed in the right lanes of Wilshire then.  This should be clarified. 

The noise section of Chapter 7 completely ignores honking horns and police sirens, although in the previous 
implementation of a smaller version of the proposed action/project, horn honking and police sirens were 
intolerably increased.  Failure to report these known adverse effects amounts to fraud.  The DEIR is 
inadequate in this regard, and would cause a False Claims Act violation if submitted to the federal 
government. 

Page 7‐71 of the DEIR claims that there would be “No adverse impacts related to safety and security” because 
the proposed action/project would not “substantially change the operation of the Wilshire Metro Rapid bus 
service.”  This appears to be an admission that the action/project would not provide benefits sufficient to 
support a statement of overriding considerations for CEQA purposes.  Moreover, if the project/action would in 
fact increase speeds of large vehicles such as those currently operated by the Rapid bus service, it stands to 
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reason that increased safety hazards would be associated with that increase in speed.  People have died from 
traffic accidents, including vehicle‐pedestrian accidents, along the corridor.  The right lane and sidewalk on 
Wilshire in the L.A. County portion of the project area (federal land) are particularly dangerous.  The DEIR is 
inadequate in its consideration of safety hazards. 

Additional Concerns re Air Quality. 

On page 4.2‐1, the DEIR states that its air quality analyses are based on three SCAQMD guidance documents.  
The first of these is out‐of‐date.  The second is designed for square project sites, not miles‐long single‐lane (or 
two single‐lane) sites.  The third shares that lack of “fitness for purpose” here and contains errors in its 
derivation.  In this regard, therefore, the DEIR is inadequate. 

Moreover, the lead agency must make its own independent determination of what is or is not significant.  The 
SCAQMD documents are not binding on the lead agency.  Thus, throughout, the DEIR is inadequate where it 
simply states that impacts would not be significant or would be less than significant, without qualifying those 
statements by reference to the standards used, or without notice to the reader that other criteria for 
significance may be used. 

On p. 4.2‐1, the definition of “criteria” pollutants is wrong. 

The project would modify an existing TAC emissions source, the emissions from existing traffic on Wilshire.  
That traffic, with the possible exception of buses, would be slowed, resulting in increased TAC emissions.  The 
DEIR is inadequate for not considering this. 

The statement that the project “would facilitate the movement of existing traffic through the study corridor” 
is a flat‐out lie. 

Regarding the analysis beginning on p. 4.2‐22, it is not clear if the C term, capacity, was appropriately 
decreased to reflect the fewer lanes available for non‐bus vehicles at project‐affected intersections.  The DEIR 
is inadequate for not presenting that clearly. 

Contrary to the DEIR’s treatment of odors (Impact AQ4), the project would create objectionable odors.  
Previous experience with implementation of a smaller version of the project west of Federal Avenue involved 
increased starting and stopping, and slower movement, including more per‐block presence time, of stinky 
vehicles.  The odor of diesel exhaust was palpably increased, and the failure of the DEIR to include survey data 
about that, and other issues, renders it inadequate. 

Similarly, the air emissions and dispersion models used in the DEIR do not account for “puffs” of pollutant 
emissions coming from diesel and other vehicles as they start up from being stopped.  This, too, shows that 
the DEIR is inadequate. 

The analysis of GHG emissions (Table 4.2‐8) should include operations, as the project would likely cause 
increased vehicle running time, and an associated increase in GHG emissions, for vehicles not permitted in 
Wilshire Boulevard’s right lanes.  The DEIR is inadequate in that regard. 

The DEIR states on p. 4.2‐31 that “the proposed project would reduce GHG emissions, compared with existing 
conditions, by improving traffic circulation and relieving local congestion.”  That is a flat‐out lie.  (The project 
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would impede traffic circulation and exacerbate local congestion.)  It is even contradicted by data in the CO 
hotspots analysis.  With a statement like that, the DEIR is clearly inadequate. 

  ‐ David A. Holtzman, M.P.H., J.D. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-313 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 67 
Holtzman, David 

Response to Comment No. 67-1 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. 67-2 

The demonstration project was markedly different from the proposed project 
in several important aspects.  First, the demonstration project created adverse 
traffic impacts along the segment of Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington 
Avenue and Federal Avenue due to the conversion of the eastbound mixed-
flow curb lane into a bus lane.  The loss of the mixed-flow lane created a 
significant traffic bottle neck and delays that extended back from Federal 
Avenue to Bundy Drive.  In contrast, the proposed project would widen the 
south side of Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Federal 
Avenue and install the proposed bus lane on the roadway gained from the 
widening.  There would be no reduction in the number of the existing mixed-
flow lanes.  Consequently, the adverse traffic impact of the demonstration 
project is expected to be eliminated by the proposed roadway widening.  
Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding other differences between 
the proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 67-3 

A “Before-and-After” study was conducted on the demonstration project in 
2004 by Korve Engineering.  The Before-and-After study showed up to a 14% 
improvement in bus travel times in this one-mile segment, but most 
importantly, service reliability was significantly improved, which is another 
key goal of this project.  This was particularly true on days and times when 
roadway congestion seemed unusually higher than normal.  Please refer to 
Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the proposed 
project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 67-4 

The bus lanes would need to be patrolled heavily at first in order to keep the 
curb lanes clear of non-bus traffic and until people can become accustomed to 
them.  Once people are used to the bus lanes, the frequency of patrolling can 
taper off.  People wishing to make right turns from side streets or from out of 
driveways, would be allowed enough time to merge safely onto regular traffic 
without getting ticketed. 

Response to Comment No. 67-5 

Comment noted.  However, actual noise measurements were conducted on 
December 4, 2009 to evaluate existing sound levels and assess potential 
project noise impacts on the surrounding area.  In addition, the SCAQMD 
screening criteria were developed based in part on actual odor complaints.  
According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (South Coast Air 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
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Quality Management District 1993), land uses associated with odor 
complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, 
food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, 
dairies, and fiberglass molding.  The proposed project not would include any 
uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors and, 
therefore, would not produce objectionable odors. 

Response to Comment No. 67-6 

The Draft EIR/EA fully considered the potential impact of the proposed 
sidewalk reduction, and determined that the reduction would have no 
significant impact on either pedestrians or traffic safety or impede pedestrian 
or traffic movement.  In addition, the proposed width of the new sidewalks 
would comply with all federal and state Standard Specifications for Major 
Streets, such as Wilshire Boulevard, as well as the ADA sidewalk standard. 

Response to Comment No. 67-7 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 67-8 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) 
makes is very clear that a Lead Agency may determine that a project's 
incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively 
considerable if the project would comply with the requirements in a 
previously approved plan or mitigation program, which provides specific 
requirements that would avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem 
(e.g. water quality control plan, air quality plan, integrated waste management 
plan) within the geographic area in which the project is located., as long as 
such plans or programs are specified in law or adopted by the public agency 
with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public review process 
to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by 
the public agency.  The SCAQMD 2007 AQMP, the SCAG 2008 RTP, and the 
SCAG 2008 RTIP have all been adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction 
over the affected resources through a public review process.  Cumulative 
impacts were evaluated consistent with SCAQMD requirements, which is the 
public agency responsible under the federal Clean Air Act for bringing the 
region into attainment status for all criteria pollutants. 

Response to Comment No. 67-9 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 67-8 above, cumulative impacts 
were evaluated consistent with SCAQMD requirements, which is the public 
agency responsible under the federal Clean Air Act for bringing the region 
into attainment status for all criteria pollutants.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment No. 55-4, GHG emissions were evaluated consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines revisions related to the evaluation of GHG emissions adopted in 
December 2009 that became effective in March 2010.  Criteria pollutant 
emissions and GHG emissions were both addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. 
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Response to Comment No. 67-10 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 67-8 and 67-9 above, 

Response to Comment No. 67-11 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 67-12 below. 

Response to Comment No. 67-12 

The description of the 2008 RTP referenced in the Draft EIR/EA (RTP ID No. 
LA29202W) was modified to include the current project as well.  The 
description now includes the 12.5-mile corridor project with 9.6 miles of peak 
period bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard from Valencia Street to the City of 
Santa Monica city limit, excluding the City of Beverly Hills.  The project 
consists of selective street widening, selective curb lane reconstruction/ 
repaving, improved traffic signal timing, and improved bus signal priority. 

Response to Comment No. 67-13 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 

Response to Comment No. 67-14 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 55-4, GHG emissions were 
evaluated consistent with CEQA Guidelines revisions related to the evaluation 
of GHG emissions adopted in December 2009 that became effective in March 
2010.  In addition, development of public transit infrastructure is consistent 
with the State goal (per SB 375) of reducing GHG emissions associated with 
passenger vehicle travel by promoting alternative transportation choices, 
among other measures. 

Response to Comment No. 67-15 

The Draft EIR/EA followed the SCAQMD prescribed methodology for 
evaluation of localized impacts related to criteria pollutants during long-term 
operations. 

Response to Comment No. 67-16 

The Draft EIR/EA statement referenced by the commenter neither provides a 
significance conclusion nor the basis for a significance determination under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 67-17 

Buses are scheduled on every corridor, including Wilshire Boulevard, to meet 
passenger demand.  The implementation of bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
would not only help reduce passenger travel times, but, most importantly, the 
improved travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to the 
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separation of the bus lanes from mixed-flow traffic.  LACMTA believes this 
would help with the overcrowding since there would be less bus bunching 
and passenger loads more evenly distributed.  These improved travel times 
and consistencies would allow for improved operating efficiency and the 
ability to provide more trips without the need to increase the existing fleet 
size. 

Response to Comment No. 67-18 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 67-17 above. 

Response to Comment No. 67-19 

The commenter’s assertion that there are civil rights impacts and impacts to 
non-white members of the public are unsubstantiated claims supported by no 
evidence.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 35-6 regarding impacts 
associated with the reduction of sidewalk widths. 

Response to Comment No. 67-20 

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA on page 4.1-15, “...drivers respond to 
changes in speed and capacity of the roadway network.  If a roadway’s 
capacity is reduced, as is the case along Wilshire Boulevard, traffic will divert 
to other routes that may offer faster travel times...”  Based on SCAQMD 
screening criteria, a quantitative HRA is not warranted.  SCAQMD 
recommends that a health risk assessment (HRA) be conducted for projects 
that emit substantial diesel particulate emissions (e.g., truck stops and 
warehouse distribution facilities) or certain industrial projects that result in 
the emitting of acute and/or chronically hazardous TAC pollutants.  Since the 
proposed project would not change bus operation along Wilshire Boulevard, 
it is not anticipated to measurably change the emission of acute and/or 
chronically hazardous TAC pollutants.  Therefore, an air toxics HRA is not 
warranted. 

Response to Comment No. 67-21 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 67-20. 

Response to Comment No. 67-22 

Not only would the existing curb lanes on Wilshire Boulevard be converted to 
bus and right-turn only operation during the peak periods on weekdays, but 
bicycles would be allowed to use the bus lanes as well. 

Response to Comment No. 67-23 

The bus lanes would need to be patrolled heavily at first in order to keep the 
curb lanes clear of non-bus traffic and until such time that people become 
accustomed to them.  Once people are used to the bus lanes, patrolling can 
taper off.  In addition, these bus lanes would not be implemented prior to 
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7:00 a.m. on weekdays or extend beyond 7:00 p.m. (bus lanes would operate 
from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.). 

Response to Comment No. 67-24 

The statement was not to imply that the project wouldn’t provide benefits 
sufficient to support a statement of overriding consideration for CEQA 
purposes.  The statement simply meant that Metro Rapid and Local service 
on Wilshire Boulevard would continue to operate as it does today on Wilshire 
Boulevard.  However, with the improved bus travel times and service 
reliability, more trips can be provided with the same fleet size.  The 
separation of buses from mixed-flow traffic would also help to improve 
overall safety as the two highest causes of accidents are cars either running 
into the back of the buses at bus stops or sideswiping buses while trying to 
get around them.  In addition, buses are  never allowed to exceed the posted 
speed limit. 

Response to Comment No. 67-25 

The commenter’s assertions that the SCAQMD guidance documents are out 
of date and/or are inappropriate are not accurate.  All significance 
conclusions were based on clearly defined thresholds that are sufficiently 
referenced/sourced within the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment No. 67-26 

The commenter’s assertions that the SCAQMD guidance documents are out 
of date and/or are inappropriate are not accurate.  All significance 
conclusions were based on clearly defined thresholds that are sufficiently 
referenced/sourced within the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment No. 67-27 

No definition of “criteria pollutants” is provided on page 4.2-1 of the Draft 
EIR/EA.  Rather, there is a sub-section heading titled “Criteria Air 
Pollutants,” following which there is a discussion of criteria pollutants. 

Response to Comment No. 67-28 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 67-20. 

Response to Comment No. 67-29 

One of the goals of the proposed project is to “improve traffic flow along 
Wilshire Boulevard.”  The proposed project includes the reconstruction of the 
curb lanes for a substantial portion of the corridor.  With implementation of 
the proposed project, buses would be instructed to use the curb lanes except 
to pass.  Currently, buses use all of the lanes.  By concentrating the buses in 
the curb lanes during peak hours, traffic flow would be improved because 
buses would not make as many lane changes that are disruptive to the overall 
flow of traffic.  The proposed project also includes upgrades to the transit 
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signal priority system  on Wilshire Boulevard.  These upgrades would extend 
the green indication for all vehicles on Wilshire Boulevard when a bus 
approaches an intersection, resulting in fewer stops by buses that impede 
traffic flow.  The proposed project also includes widening Wilshire Boulevard 
between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue to create a new eastbound 
bus lane.  This additional capacity would improve traffic flow in this area.  
The proposed project would lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket at 
Sepulveda Boulevard for traffic making a left-turn from eastbound Wilshire 
Boulevard to northbound Sepulveda Boulevard.  Currently, that traffic often 
spills onto and blocks one of the through lanes.  By eliminating this spillover 
from the left-turn pocket, the proposed project would improve traffic flow in 
this segment. 

Response to Comment No. 67-30 

Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly 
Hills and the impacts of reducing the number of mixed-flow lanes that would 
create backups from Beverly Hills to Comstock Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 67-31 

Comment noted.  However, the SCAQMD screening criteria were developed 
based in part on actual odor complaints.  According to the SCAQMD CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook (South Coast Air Quality Management District 1993), 
land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, 
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, 
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding.  The 
proposed project not would include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as 
being associated with odors and, therefore, would not produce objectionable 
odors. 

Response to Comment No. 67-32 

The micro-scale dispersion modeling conducted as part of the Draft EIR/EA 
air quality analysis is  consistent with the SCAQMD prescribed methodology, 
which is a methodology that is recognized by the USEPA as a conservative 
method to evaluate mobile-source air pollutant emissions and related 
concentrations. 

Response to Comment No. 67-33 

The proposed project is not anticipated to have a material effect on vehicle 
running time.  As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA on page 4.1-15, “...drivers 
respond to changes in speed and capacity of the roadway network.  If a 
roadway’s capacity is reduced, as is the case along Wilshire Boulevard, traffic 
will divert to other routes that may offer faster travel times...”  In addition, 
development of public transit infrastructure is consistent with the State goal 
(per SB 375) of reducing GHG emissions associated with passenger vehicle 
travel by promoting alternative transportation choices, among other 
measures.  The proposed project would have no meaningful effect on long-
term GHG emissions when compared to the No Project Alternative. 
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Response to Comment No. 67-34 

Development of public transit infrastructure is consistent with the State goal 
(per SB 375) of reducing GHG emissions associated with passenger vehicle 
travel by promoting alternative transportation choices, among other 
measures.  Over the long term, GHG emissions would be reduced as more 
travel demands are served via an increasingly efficient and assessable public 
transportation system instead of single-occupant vehicles. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 68 
Horowitz, David and Lynn 

Response to Comment No. 68-1 

The commenters oppose the proposed project; the comment has been noted, 
and the commenters’ names have been added to the project’s database. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Dan Hsieh [dan.hsieh@mtcllc.net]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 3:52 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: DEIR

Dear Sir: 
 
I would like to submit the following comments regarding the Wilshire BRT 
DEIR: 
 
1.    I support the findings of the DEIR 
2.    Of the three Alternatives, I support Alternative A 
3.    I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐only  
Lanes Project 
4.    I urge the addition of a new stop for the 720 Red Line service at  
the corner of Rimpau and Wilshire.  The current 720 service does not have a stop between 
Crenshaw and La Brea, a span of 1.4 miles, the longest interval between stations on the 
entire line. By placing a stop at Rimpau/Wilshire, the distance between stops will be more 
consistent with the other intervals between all other 720 stations.  Within 0.5 miles of this 
Rimpau/Wilshire lies numerous office buildings, including the headquarters of Farmer's 
Insurance; schools, including Los Angeles High School and John Burroughs Middle School; and 
many residences.   
These locations cannot be comfortably served by either Crenshaw/Wilshire and LaBrea/Wilshire. 
As such I urge that the Project include a new stop at the corner of Rimpau and Wilshire for 
the 720 line. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel Hsieh 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 69 
Hsieh, Dan 

Response to Comment No. 69-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. 69-2 

The proposed project does not involve any changes to the bus service or 
operation.  The primary goal of the proposed project is to improve bus 
passenger travel times and bus service reliability by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment.  The 
commenter is encouraged to contact a Metro Passenger Relations 
Representative at (213) 922-6235 or (800) 464-2111 or by e-mail at 
customerRelations@metro.net for questions/suggestions regarding the 
current bus service. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 24, 2010

Fname

Tania

File Name

ibanez.tania.062410

Summary

Supports the project

Email Address

Tania.Ibanez@doj.ca.gov

LName

Ibanez

Org

Comment

I am in favor of Wilshire Bus Transit Metro's proposal of making one lane a bus lane on Wilshire Blvd. For the last 3 years I have been 
commuting from Miracle Mile to Downtown LA via the 720 and then taking the Metro purple line to downtown Los Angeles.
I
 purposefully avoided taking the 720 all the way downtown because the congestion defeated the whole transit bus purpose. On a typical day, 
the 720 gets caught up in traffic with all of the commuting vehicles. There is nothing rapid about the 720, other than the fact that it stops less 
than the 20. If you want to increase bus rider ship you have to make it faster and more efficient for commuters to trade in their cars. As long 
as they are in the same lane as the buses they will have no incentive to get on the bus.

Many of my friends have told me that they don't want to have to wait for the bus to arrive, and that is the biggest factor in people not taking 
the bus. But if vehicle drivers see that the bus has priority over them, it the bus can get commuters to their destination faster, and if the wait 
time at the bus stop is diminished by the priority use of the street, drivers will think twice about driving to work.
As far as the businesses are concerned, many of them are already impacted by the no parking zone during rush hour already. These 
businesses have chosen to operate in a high density traffic area. They already have access to pedestrian customers who live and work in the 
area. They also may gain new customers with increased bus rider ship. When I used to drive I had no reason to stop at any of the businesses 
located at Wilshire and Western or Wilshire and Vermont. I have visited many of the businesses located at these intersections during the last 
three years because of their accessibility to the metro stations.

Please, please, please make it easier to commute not harder.

The only recommendation I would make is make the Wilshire Bus lane open to all buses, not just the 720. Also please consolidate the bus 
stops for the 20 and the 720. People are running back and forth trying to get on the first bus that arrives. Having 2 separate bus stops on 
Wilshire Blvd for the 20 and the 720 is just plain ridiculous and dangerous to pedestrians.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 70 
Ibanez, Tania 

Response to Comment No. 70-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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543 N. Fairfax Avenue, Suite 106 • Los Angeles, CA 90036 • Office: 323 651 3512 • Fax: 323 852 1407 

 
Beverly Center • Beverly Grove • Burton Way • Carthay Circle • Fairfax District • Melrose • Miracle Mile • Park La Brea 

 
 

 
VIA E‐MAIL 
 
July 25, 2010 
 
Martha Butler 
LACMTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop: 99‐23‐1 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
  Re:  Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project 
 
Dear Ms. Butler: 
 
On July 23, 2010, the Mid City West Community Council (Mid City West) voted 26‐5 to 
support the portion of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit project, Alternative A, that is 
included within our boundaries.  Conceptually, we support the entire project, but 
recognize that some adjustments might be warranted to meet the needs of other 
neighborhoods. 
 
The Mid City West Community Council is the official Los Angeles neighborhood council 
whose boundaries include the portion of Wilshire Boulevard between La Brea Avenue 
and the City of Los Angeles/ Beverly Hills border.  Our 45‐person board of directors 
represents a diverse array of stakeholders, including residents, businesses, schools and 
other groups.  We believe that improved public transit service is an essential component 
of addressing traffic congestion in our neighborhood by providing alternatives to the 
automobile.  The Wilshire BRT project will provide significant benefits to the transit‐
using members of our community, including seniors, disabled and youth who cannot 
drive; lower‐income residents and workers who cannot afford cars; and those who use 
transit by choice.   
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) indicates 
that the project will create significant impacts at three intersections in our 
neighborhood:  
 

 Fairfax Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
 La Brea Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m. peak) 
 Fairfax Avenue/Olympic Boulevard (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
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Martha Butler 
July 25, 2010 

Page 2 of 2 

 
At the first two intersections, the impacts cannot be fully mitigated.  Nevertheless, Mid 
City West supports the Wilshire BRT project. 
 
Mid City West supports Alternative A in part because it would mean improvements to 
the curb lanes of Wilshire Boulevard between Fairfax Avenue and San Vicente 
Boulevard, within our boundaries.  These lanes currently are in poor condition.   
 
Also, we have concerns about the fact that the City of Beverly Hills is not currently 
participating in the project.  If the project is approved, Mid City West requests that 
Metro and the City of Los Angeles ensure that transitions at or near San Vicente 
Boulevard do not create adverse impacts on our neighborhood.   
 
Finally, the City of Los Angeles has adopted mitigation measures to address the impacts 
of other projects in our neighborhood, including construction of the Grove at the 
Farmers Market, and expansion of LACMA.  In particular, the Grove Neighborhood 
Traffic Management Plan includes measures to reduce traffic on 6th Street between 
Fairfax and San Vicente; and traffic calming measures are being considered on 8th Street 
between Fairfax and La Brea.  Mid City West does not wish to see these neighborhood 
protection programs undone in an effort to address potential impacts of the Wilshire 
BRT project. 
 
Very truly yours, 

 
Chair, Mid City West Community Council 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 71 
Jacobberger, Jeff, Chair 
Mid City West Community Council 

Response to Comment No. 71-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  As this 
comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  It should be 
noted that at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board 
directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce the length 
of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 
within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff 
are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length 
Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to Alternative A 
and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Similar to Alternative A, existing bus stops 
along Wilshire Boulevard, including those at the intersections of Wilshire 
Boulevard at Comstock Avenue, Beverly Glen Boulevard, Warner Avenue, 
Westholme Avenue, and Selby Avenue, would be maintained.  In addition, 
transit priority system enhancements, another component of this project, 
would still be implemented within this segment. 

Response to Comment No. 71-2 

The commenter acknowledges the significant unavoidable traffic impacts at 
the intersections of Fairfax Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea 
Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard, which are located in the Mid City West 
neighborhood.  However, the commenter indicates that Mid City West 
remains in support of the project. 

Response to Comment No. 71-3 

Comment noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 71-4 

Comment noted.  Since the segment of Wilshire Boulevard within the City of 
Beverly Hills is not part of the project at this time, easy transitions at the city 
limits would be made.  Transition areas of approximately 300 feet would be 
provided to allow through traffic to exit the bus lane.  Appropriate signage 
would also be installed along Wilshire Boulevard, particularly near transition 
areas, to inform motorists of bus lane operation during peak hours. 
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Response to Comment No. 71-5 

The proposed project would not affect the implementation of mitigation 
measures that have been adopted by the City for other projects in the 
neighborhood, including the Grove Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan. 

The Draft EIR/EA investigated the potential traffic impact of the proposed 
project on the major roadways adjoining Wilshire Boulevard, including 6th 
Street, and determined that it would have no impact on the identified 
segment of 6th Street. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: CliffjSD [CliffjSD@cox.net]
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 12:13 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: RE: Trolleybusses Along Wilshire Blvd

Hello, 
  
My name is Cliff Jones and have been very much interested in the issue 
of public transit along Wilshire Blvd. I understand that there have been 
issues regarding continuing the subway along the blvd for many years...I 
think that a Trolleybus....similar to what's in use in San Francisco and 
Boston would be a fantastic option to consider....Thanks for your 
consideration... 
  
Cliff Jones 
San Diego 
  
  
A Tree Is Known By The Fruit It Bears! 
 
 
 
 
 
======= 
Email scanned by PC Tools - No viruses or spyware found. 
(Email Guard: 7.0.0.18, Virus/Spyware Database: 6.15500) 
http://www.pctools.com 
=======  
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 72 
Jones, Cliff 

Response to Comment No. 72-1 

Comment noted.  LACMTA is not considering a trolleybus project on 
Wilshire Boulevard at this time.  As this comment does not state a concern or 
a question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no 
further response is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Sunday, July 18, 2010 4:23 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Gary  
Last Name:  Jornacion 
Email:      iamgary25@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
:My name is Gary Jornacion, this is my comment for Wilshire bus only lanes 
 
1. I support the findings of the draft EIR. 
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor 
amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project 
where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides. 
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project. 
 
Riding the Metro for almost 2 years now, I found that it helped relieve the stress of traffic 
and driving within traffic. Improving the Rapid bus on Wilshire will encourage more people to 
take public transportation. 
 
thank you 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-334 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 73 
Jornacion, Gary 

Response to Comment No. 73-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 3:00 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Neal 
Last Name:  Kaufman 
Email:      neal@4kc.biz 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I favor NO PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon.  I feel that this effort 
would cost the city money and would end up doing just the opposite (restrict traffic flow) of 
what is intended. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-336 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 74 
Kaufman, Neal 

Response to Comment No. 74-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project.  The traffic study conducted 
for the Wilshire BRT Project examined impacts on traffic, recommended 
traffic mitigation measures, and identified traffic impacts that cannot be 
mitigated.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is 
warranted.  However, the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. in consideration of 
comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in 
December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, LACMTA staff are 
now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the 
preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve implementation of the 
same components as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane 
reconstruction/resurfacing between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 12:07 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Gary  
Last Name:  Kavanagh 
Email:      garyridesbikes@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I just want to voice my support for bus only lanes. It's long overdue, and especially for a 
road with as many transit users as Wilshire. Isn't it the highest bus ridership on a route in 
the nation? Some drivers will complain, but they will complain about everything. A bus with 
50+ people on it should take priority over all the clogging single occupancy cars littering 
the road. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-338 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 75 
Kavanagh, Gary 

Response to Comment No. 75-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 4:54 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Jeff              
Last Name:  King 
Email:      jeffking@kingsseafood.com 
Phone:      7144320400#207 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
The Wilshire Blvd.terminus for new transit provides different challanges. The Blue Line has 
not necessarily helped City of Long Beach. All depends on effect on SM traffic/retail/Ocean 
Ave,etc.Restaurants (our business/2 on Ocean) will not benefit & may magnify already poor 
traffic issues, especially further South. This is not the same as other areas of LA & we'd 
urge major input from those effected. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

647

19550
Text Box

19550
Text Box
LETTER 76

19550
Text Box
1

19550
Line



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-340 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 76 
King, Jeff 

Response to Comment No. 76-1 

This comment is in regards to the Westside Subway Extension Project.  The 
proposed project involves the creation of dedicated peak-period bus lanes for 
the majority of the alignment, which would terminate at Centinela Avenue on 
the western end.  Accordingly, the proposed project would not affect traffic 
conditions in downtown Santa Monica or Ocean Avenue, which is located 
approximately 2.5 miles west of the project terminus.  As this comment does 
not state a concern or a question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the 
Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  However, the comment will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Author’s info: phone - 310.472.2908 fax - 310.471.3006 email - rklein@earthlink.net 1

149 S. Barrington Ave., Box 194, Los Angeles, CA 90049

www.brentwoodcommunitycouncil.org

July 22, 2010

Martha Butler, Project Manager
LACMTA
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-23-1
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Comments on DEIR/EA for Bus Rapid Transit Project on Wilshire Blvd.

Dear Ms. Butler:

The Brentwood Community Council (“BCC”) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project (“Wilshire BRT”).
During the scoping period we had previously submitted a list of items that we proposed
should be studied as part of this DEIR, and that scoping letter is incorporated herein by
reference. At a meeting of the Board of the BCC on July 6, 2010, a Motion was
unanimously passed to submit this letter in substantially this form.

We are very concerned that the team that put together the DEIR failed to study the
impacts of implementing the Wilshire BRT in the Brentwood area, which is the area
immediately to the north of Wilshire Blvd. between Centinela Avenue and the I-405.
The map “Traffic Study Intersections” that was distributed as part of the Public Hearings
for the Draft EIR/EA showed “Traffic Study Intersections” as blue dots and NONE were
in Brentwood north of Wilshire. While the DEIR analysis took into account the impacts
on West Los Angeles which is south of Wilshire Blvd. and west of the I-405, and it also
looked at the impacts both north and south of Wilshire in the areas east of the I-405, it
inexplicably did not study any of the impacts of implementing the project on Brentwood.
As is noted below, an LADOT report prepared in 2005 states clearly that implementing
bus lanes on Wilshire Blvd. west of the I-405 has a very significant impact on traffic on
Sunset Blvd. and on other parallel neighborhood streets in between Sunset and Wilshire ,
so it makes no sense that these streets north of Wilshire Blvd. were not included in the
DEIR study area. Why were no intersections or streets in Brentwood north of Wilshire
part of the traffic study?

At a minimum, the DEIR should address the traffic impacts on Montana Avenue, San
Vicente Blvd., Sunset Blvd. west of the 405 freeway, Barrington Avenue north of
Wilshire and Bundy Drive north of Wilshire. It should also address the impact on the
intersections in Brentwood, including Sunset/Carmelina, Sunset/Kenter, Sunset/Bundy,
Sunset/Barrington Ave, Sunset/Barrington Place, Sunset/405/Church, Montana/Bundy,
Montana/San Vicente, Montana/Barrington, San Vicente/Bundy, San Vicente/Gorham,
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Author’s info: phone - 310.472.2908 fax - 310.471.3006 email - rklein@earthlink.net 2

San Vicente/Barrington, San Vicente/Bringham/Federal. The DEIR is flawed, deficient,
and inadequate without the inclusion of these streets and intersections in the traffic study.
Why were each of these streets and intersections not part of the traffic study?

The DEIR is flawed, deficient, and inadequate because the traffic study found that the
Wilshire/Bundy and Wilshire/Barrington intersections would be impacted, and yet no
intersection north of Wilshire/Bundy and no intersection north of Wilshire/Barrington
was included in the study in order to determine how far north there would no longer be an
impact. Unless the traffic study extends to intersections that show no impact, it is not
possible to determine whether the study is sufficiently extensive. Why were these
intersection not studied in order to determine when the project would no longer have an
impact?

The DEIR is flawed, deficient, and inadequate because it acknowledges diversion of
traffic to streets south of Wilshire (Santa Monica and Olympic) and included those streets
in the study, but no streets north of Wilshire and west of the 405 were included in the
study. Why does it appear that an assumption was made that cars leaving Wilshire after a
bus lane is added would go to parallel streets south of Wilshire, but not parallel streets
north of Wilshire? If there is another explanation for studying streets south of Wilshire,
but not north of Wilshire, what is that explanation?

The DEIR is flawed, deficient, and inadequate because it does not set out the respective
time gained and lost for buses and cars between Centinela and Bundy, Centinela and
Federal, Centinela and the 405, and Centinela and Beverly Hills. Whether or not required
by LADOT traffic study methodology, these time/distance studies are necessary in order
that the public and the decision-makers can accurately make a judgment about the true
benefits and impacts for people movement. LADOT has the software to easily compute
this information, and did not hesitate to use it when LADOT was proposing to widen
Sunset between Barrington and the 405 and wanted to demonstrate how much time would
be saved by driving between those two points (Barrington to the 405 on Sunset). The
DEIR must include this useful, informative, and essential information for several
segments along the Wilshire project, not merely end-to-end, because only then can we
understand the effect of bottlenecks along the route such as at both sides of Beverly Hills.
Why were before and after time comparisons for buses and cars along multiple segments
of the project not included in the DEIR?

While encouraging people to use public transportation is a worthy goal, we are extremely
concerned about the impact of traffic through the Brentwood area, and equally concerned
about the impact of increased pollution that will result from having thousands of cars
each day sit on the already gridlocked streets west of the I-405 for even longer periods
than they do today. According to the DEIR, taking out 33% of the capacity of Wilshire
Blvd. during peak periods will have a severe impact on traffic on Wilshire Blvd west of
the I-405--- wait times at Bundy/Wilshire during peak hours would increase by over 50%
and wait times at Barrington/Wilshire would increase over 20%. However, the DEIR
severely understates the level of impact on Brentwood, because it fails to even study the
area north of Wilshire, and as will be noted in this letter it fails to take into account the
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Author’s info: phone - 310.472.2908 fax - 310.471.3006 email - rklein@earthlink.net 3

geography of this area or the many other projects in the area that are already being
implemented which will also impact traffic and pollution.

We are submitting this letter not only as concerned residents of Brentwood, but also on
behalf of the tens of thousands of workers from all across Los Angeles County who
commute into Brentwood or through Brentwood to Santa Monica every weekday. As
Metro and City officials are undoubtedly aware, traffic in the Westside near the I-405 and
I-10 is already completely gridlocked during peak hours because these freeways are
above capacity and drivers are pushed onto surface streets as they try to bypass the
gridlocked freeways.

It appears that trial bus lane projects were implemented on Wilshire Blvd. between
Centinela Avenue and Federal Avenue (or Barrington) in 2004 and 2006, and that both
times traffic in the area became so gridlocked as a result of the bus lanes that trials were
suspended after only a short time:

 A letter from LADOT from May 20051 states that trial bus lanes were in effect
from March 8, 2004 to September 8, 2004 and that these lanes “caused adverse
impacts and significant delays to mixed traffic on Wilshire Boulevard as well as
parallel streets like Sunset Boulevard.” Furthermore, the letter states that DOT
“has serious concerns regarding the impact (adverse traffic) of the bus lanes on
parallel streets and the need to mitigate those impacts”.

 In November 2006, a Los Angeles Times article said that a City traffic engineer
report was provided to our area’s Councilman Bill Rosendahl who read it and
responded that the bus lane “has caused more gridlock than it has helped”.2

Failing to include the results of these studies is a material omission from the current
DEIR and a new DEIR must take the results of these studies into account, and it must
address how the new bus lanes that are being proposed would come up with a different
result than the previously aborted trials. Why were the statistics and conclusions of these
relevant prior studies not included and discussed in the DEIR? What was the effect on
the conclusions and statistics of those prior studies of the fact that parking was restricted
when the bus lanes were implemented whereas parking had been previously allowed?

The BCC is not opposed to mass transit, and has previously expressed support for the
Wilshire Subway extension in our area. We are open to hearing how the Wilshire BRT
can reduce traffic and pollution in the area, if, in fact, that can be demonstrated.
However, the DEIR provides no evidence or analysis that implementation of the
Wilshire BRT would improve traffic or pollution in the area—in fact it says that it
traffic would be worse. In addition:

 The DEIR provides no analysis to show whether implementing dedicated
bus lanes for the Wilshire BRT would result in increased bus ridership and
decreased car driving.

1
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2003/03-2337_rpt_dot_5-13-05.pdf

2 Putting the Brakes on Bus Only Lane, Los Angeles Times, November 8, 2006,
http://articles.latimes.com/2006/nov/08/local/me-wilshire8
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Author’s info: phone - 310.472.2908 fax - 310.471.3006 email - rklein@earthlink.net 4

 It provides no analysis to show whether pollution might decrease if
enough people can be encouraged to take the bus, or whether it will
increase because cars will sit much longer in traffic.

 It provides no estimates of the time that might be saved by bus riders on a
daily or annual basis if dedicated bus lanes are implemented in
Brentwood. If little or no time is saved, it seems unlikely that additional
riders will take the bus from west of the I-405 if the Wilshire BRT is
implemented.

 The DEIR provides no estimates of the time lost by car drivers by losing
two of the six lanes on Wilshire Blvd. in Brentwood during peak hours.
People come into and through this area and Santa Monica not only from
locations near Wilshire Blvd. but also from the Valley, South Bay, and
many other areas. It is simply not possible for many if not most drivers to
take the Wilshire bus instead of driving, and this should be taken into
account in any justification of the Wilshire BRT. An analysis of the
project should provide at least some estimate of how many people could
take the bus instead of driving. We note that the analysis for the Wilshire
subway does estimate the number of boardings at each station, so such an
analysis can be done.

 The Wilshire BRT does not add bus service or increase the number of
buses on Wilshire. A substantial level of bus service already exists on
Wilshire Blvd., and this DEIR does not propose to add any new routes or
buses. Therefore the analysis is not “buses or no buses”, but is “bus
service with a dedicated bus lane” vs. “bus service without a dedicated bus
lane”.

The current DEIR is simply inadequate as it addresses none of these bullet point
issues set forth above, and a new DEIR must be prepared. In the alternative, what is
the omitted analysis or estimate described in each of the above bullet point
paragraphs? The BCC cannot support the Wilshire BRT until a DEIR is prepared
that addresses the impacts on Brentwood and that demonstrates benefits to
implementing the Wilshire BRT west of the I-405. What are the alleged benefits and
what are those impacts?

We note that many of the improvements that are included in the Wilshire BRT DEIR can
be implemented without removing two lanes of Wilshire Blvd. during peak periods.
These include:

 Improving signal timing.
 Fixing curbs and repaving curbside lanes of Wilshire Blvd. where they are in

disrepair. (We note that this is not a big problem on Wilshire west of the I-405.)
 Adding left turn signals and lanes.
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Author’s info: phone - 310.472.2908 fax - 310.471.3006 email - rklein@earthlink.net 5

We support the implementation of measures such as these that can improve traffic flow.
Our concern is about the dedicated lanes during peak hours. A new DEIR should indicate
how much improvement can be achieved if measures that do not require dedicated bus
lanes are implemented, and then the additional benefit that can be achieved from adding
dedicated bus lanes. As noted above, currently the DEIR does not quantify any benefits
whatsoever. What are those statistics?

In addition, please note the following:

 The geography of the areas north and south of Wilshire Blvd. west of the I-405 is
different from the geography east of the I-405 and must be evaluated differently.
East of the I-405, and particularly east of Beverly Hills, Wilshire Blvd. lies in the
middle of a large grid of streets that give people many alternatives to drive from
point to point. However, only two streets in Brentwood, Wilshire Blvd. and
Sunset Blvd., cross under or over the I-405, which means that all east-west traffic
through Brentwood must merge onto one of these two streets to get past or onto
the freeway. Both Wilshire and Sunset have entrance ramps onto the I-405 which
means that traffic must also merge onto one of these two streets to access that
freeway. Because Wilshire Blvd. is one of only two east-west streets in
Brentwood that enable people to get from Brentwood to points east, the impact of
decreasing the capacity of Wilshire Blvd. by 33% during peak hours is
particularly severe. In addition, Wilshire Blvd. is a relatively narrow three lanes in
each direction between Centinela and Federal Avenue, so the elimination of one
lane during peak period has a very substantial impact. What are the impacts of the
BRT on the unique nature of these Brentwood streets?

 Streets that must be included in an impact analysis include the east-west streets of
Montana Avenue, San Vicente, and Sunset Blvd. and the north-south streets of
Barrington Avenue and Bundy Drive, and all the major intersections along those
streets. These streets are already gridlocked during peak hours because the I-10
and I-405 freeways are at capacity (in a recent West LA Neighborhood Council
meeting, a representative from Caltrans described these freeways as “failing”) so
drivers divert onto surface streets to attempt to get to their destinations. These
streets are the only ones that drivers can take to get through Brentwood since
other streets go only short distances. The DEIR states that the impacts on the
Bundy Drive/Wilshire Blvd and Barrington Avenue/Wilshire Blvd. from the
Wilshire BRT will be significant but fails to address the intersections of
Barrington and Bundy at San Vicente and Montana, and at Sunset/Barrington and
Sunset/Kenter Drive (Kenter is the direct extension of Bundy at Sunset). What are
those impacts?

 We are aware from our work reviewing the EIRs for other projects in the area
that when an intersection is shown as being “significantly impacted” that the
study area should be expanded so that adjacent intersections are studied until
the range of intersections that are studied are no longer significantly impacted.
For this reason alone, the study area should have been expanded to the north
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Author’s info: phone - 310.472.2908 fax - 310.471.3006 email - rklein@earthlink.net 6

to include San Vicente, Montana, and Sunset when Barrington/Wilshire and
Bundy/Wilshire were found to be significantly impacted. In addition, the
study area should have been expanded to the west when the intersection of
Sunset Blvd/Veteran Avenue was shown to be significantly impacted. What
are the impacts at these un-studied locations?

 The DEIR failed to take into account many other large projects west of the I-405,
and a new DEIR must be prepared that incorporates the impacts from these
projects. Not a single project west of the I-405 was included as a “future
project” in the DEIR. The “missing” projects include:

 I-405 Widening and rebuilding of on ramps and off ramps at Wilshire and
Sunset. This work has already started and is scheduled to go on for at least
two more years. During this time, the number of lanes on Sunset at the I-405
is reduced and construction will cause intermittent street and lane closings at
Wilshire and Sunset. What are the changes throughout the DEIR that need to
be made if this project is taken into account? Clearly, no work should be
done to implement a dedicated bus lane while the I-405 widening project
is taking place.

In addition, we noticed that among the improvements recommended in the
DEIR is to reconfigure the eastbound left turn lane on Wilshire Blvd. at
Sepulveda. However, this lane is already being reconfigured as part of the I-
405 widening project, which leads us to believe that the Wilshire BRT DEIR
did not take into account the new configurations of the on- and off-ramps to
the I-405 when making recommendations on sidewalk reductions and lane
reconfigurations on Wilshire Blvd. just west of the I-405. Therefore,
recommendations on this section of Wilshire must be re-evaluated to ensure
that the future configuration is taken into account, not the current
configuration. What are the changes throughout the DEIR that need to be
made if this is taken into account?

We note that the intersection of Sepulveda Blvd. and Wilshire Blvd. at the I-
405 has the longest delay by far of any intersection in the study area except
for Veteran and Wilshire immediately to the east in the AM peak period---
207.8 seconds. This delay appears to be an average of both directions, and as
anyone who drives through the area can tell you, the delay eastbound toward
Sepulveda during PM peak is significantly longer.

 Two of the four corners of Barrington and Wilshire are currently vacant. A
large project is already in the works for the northeast corner, and we are
waiting to hear what is going to be proposed for the southeast corner. What
are the changes throughout the DEIR that need to be made if the project with
entitlements on the NE corner (including the City’s approval of the closure of
a lane on Wilshire during the 3 year construction period) is taken into
account?
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 The Bundy Village EIR (proposed for the corner of Bundy Drive and Olympic
Blvd.) states that that project would significantly impact traffic at the
intersections of San Vicente Blvd/Barrington Avenue and
Barrington/Wilshire. If a project that is at Bundy/Olympic Blvd. is shown to
impact traffic at San Vicente Blvd. and Barrington (2.3 miles away), of course
a project such as the Wilshire BRT that substantially reduces capacity on
Wilshire Blvd. is likely to have an impact on streets such as Montana Avenue
(0.6 miles north of Wilshire at Bundy), San Vicente Blvd. (0.8 miles), and
Sunset Blvd (1.3 miles). Why is there such an inconsistency between the EIRs
and the traffic studies?

We note that the left turn mitigation proposed for Barrington and Wilshire in
this DEIR is the same one that is proposed in the Bundy Village FEIR, and
question how many times the City can give credit for the same
recommendation. How many projects may claim the same mitigation?

 We have been told that a project is pending for the southeast corner of Bundy
and Wilshire.

 Centinela Avenue is the eastern border of Santa Monica, and many large
projects are proposed in Santa Monica just west of Centinela.

 The “Casden project” (Sepulveda and Pico) was not included even though
Sepulveda/Pico, Westwood/Pico, and Overland/Pico are all listed as
significantly impacted intersections from the Wilshire BRT.

 Metro Westside Subway Extension- While the extension of the subway will
not reach Brentwood for many years, it will impact the points further east
much sooner. It is likely that lanes on Wilshire will be reduced during the
construction phase, and this should definitely be taken into account in any
analysis of the Wilshire BRT.

Why were each of these projects not included in the BRT DEIR? And what are
the changes throughout the DEIR that need to be made if they are included?

 The DEIR should consider an Alternative to the project that excludes Wilshire
Blvd. west of the 405. Under Alternative A, which appears to be the
recommended alternative, the Brentwood section of the Wilshire BRT would not
be contiguous with the rest of the Wilshire BRT because no bus lanes would exist
east of the I-405 to avoid interference with freeway access. The DEIR should
demonstrate that benefits exist to adding the 1.5 miles in Brentwood vs. having a
Wilshire BRT that does not extend west of the I-405. We do not consider a
“benefit” to be that having a longer Wilshire BRT entitles the City to a higher
level of Federal funding, given the large potential negative impact of the project
on Brentwood. What are the changes that need to be made in the DEIR if the
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project excludes Wilshire west of the 405? And the same question if the project
excludes Wilshire west of Federal?

 The DEIR should investigate making the WBRT westbound-only in the morning
peak hours and eastbound-only in the evening peak hours. This reflects the traffic
patterns into and out of the area. There is no reason to have the bus lanes in both
directions as the traffic in the opposite direction moves satisfactorily on all lanes,
including the curb lane. What are the changes that need to be made throughout the
DEIR if this single direction alternative is included?

 The DEIR should include a time delay traffic study so that everyone can
understand how much longer it will take to drive through the area. This study
should show the time for different sections of the proposed DEIR not only from
end to end. What are the before and after time comparisons over different
segments of the project?

 We are very concerned about the sidewalk reductions that are proposed, and ask
that they be reviewed again in a new DEIR. What are the factors, if any, that
lessen our following concerns? If there are no such factors, why shouldn’t the
BRT project be revised?

 Federal Avenue to I-405 (adjacent to VA). The DEIR proposes widening
Wilshire Blvd. from Federal Avenue east to the I-405 by reducing the
sidewalk width on the south side of the street. This section of Wilshire Blvd.
is very difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists as it is, and narrowing the
sidewalk will make the area impossible to navigate for anyone who is not in a
motor vehicle. Just as Wilshire is one of only a few streets to go under the I-
405 for cars, it is one of the only streets that cyclists and pedestrians can use
to cross the I-405.

o Pedestrian access on Wilshire near the VA is already restricted
because the VA has a fence that stops people from leaving the
sidewalk.

o The westernmost stop of Phase 1 of the Wilshire Subway is just south
of Wilshire on the VA property, and reducing the sidewalk limits
pedestrian access to the subway and makes it dangerous for large
numbers of people to walk on Wilshire to get to the subway.

o Bicyclists often ride on the sidewalk in both directions on the south
side because Wilshire Blvd. is such a difficult street on which to cycle.
Eliminating the sidewalk will prevent cyclists from accessing the
sidewalk, especially since pedestrians will be forced to use a narrower
space as well. While the DEIR proposes that cyclists be allowed to
access the bus lane during peak periods, this does nothing to help
cyclists during non-peak periods. We believe that any reconfiguration
of the street should add a bicycle lane that would enable cyclists to
ride the streets instead of the sidewalks on that section of Wilshire at
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all times of day, not just during peak hours. We note that many
cyclists in the area are students going to UCLA and to University High
School, so are riding outside of peak periods.

o In addition, the DEIR should address any improvements on bus speeds
in light of the fact that buses will be sharing lanes with bicyclists
which is likely to slow down average bus speeds.

 Wilshire between Federal and Barrington- The DEIR’s recommendation to
widen the street in this location ignores the dozens and dozens of
University High School students that wait at the bus stop on the south side
of this block after school. If the sidewalk width is reduced, they will be
pushed into the street or into the parking lot of the nearby 7-11, dangerous
locations for students to wait. It should be noted that these students are
not waiting during the afternoon peak period, so would not benefit from
the proposed bus lane. Why must the sidewalk width be reduced? Why
doesn’t the DEIR consider these impacts of reducing the sidewalk width?

 The DEIR fails to review the results of the trial bus lanes on Wilshire in 2004 and
2006. Certainly if the trial was implemented in order to test the value of a bus
lane vs. its impact on the surrounding area, the results of those studies must be
included in any analysis that proposes re-introducing it. Failure to do so is a
material omission in the DEIR. What were those results?

 The needs of businesses on Wilshire Blvd. were ignored in the DEIR. When the
trial was underway, businesses on Wilshire protested that they lost business
through lack of access and parking spaces. When the results of the trial bus lane
are included in a DEIR, these business concerns should also be addressed. Impact
on these businesses would be worse under the proposed Wilshire BRT than during
the 2006 trial because in 2006 the bus lanes were limited to one direction only
(eastbound or westbound) during peak hours, while the new DEIR proposes to
have them in both directions during each set of peak hours. What would be the
financial impact on Wilshire businesses?

 We notice that the DEIR summarized nearly 1,000 comments that were submitted
during the scoping process into a carefully designed summary matrix in order to
illustrate what comments each person and organization made, but excluded 24
comments because they were written in Korean. While these comments probably
do not impact our area, we find it unacceptable that the City of Los Angeles
proposes a major project through the heart of Koreatown, spends what is
undoubtedly a large sum of money to prepare a DEIR, yet fails to locate a single
Korean-speaking person who can translate 24 comment cards so that these people
who took the time to submit written comments can have their opinions included.
This sloppy approach is indicative of the DEIR in general. What is the translation
of the comments written in Korean?
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We respectfully request that answers to our comments and questions be covered in a new
DEIR for the Wilshire BRT project so that we and the decision-makers can have the
necessary information to assess its impact on our area.

Please include the Brentwood Community Council on the mailing list for future notices
pertaining to this project. Please include this letter in the file.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Raymond Klein

Raymond Klein, Chair
Brentwood Community Council

cc: Councilman Bill Rosendahl
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 77 
Klein, Raymond, Chair 
Brentwood Community Council 

Response to Comment No. 77-1 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified.  The LADOT document referred to in the 
comment discusses the 2004 demonstration project.  Please refer to Master 
Response No. 4 for an explanation of the differences between the 
demonstration project and the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified.  The commenter may be referring to a traffic 
study for a development project in which the new trips generated by a project 
are manually added to each intersection.  In such a case, if the analysis 
identified impacts at the far limits of a predetermined study area, it may be 
appropriate to expand the study area further.  However, for the proposed 
project, the study area was determined using the regional travel demand 
model, and the extent of the potential impacts were identified using 
conservative, initial model runs, as described in Master Response No. 1.  
Thus, the argument for extending the study area does not apply to the 
methodology used for this project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified.  As explained in the response, the study area 
was not based on assumptions but on the results of the regional travel 
demand model. 

Response to Comment No. 77-4 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA disclose the increase in vehicle delay at the 
study intersections on Wilshire Boulevard and in the rest of the study area.  
The analysis of project impacts is consistent with LACMTA and City of Los 
Angeles guidelines and the CEQA guidelines.  While data of the kind 
requested may be of interest to the commenter in forming an opinion on the 
proposed project, it is not necessary for evaluating potential project impacts 
under CEQA or NEPA. 

Response to Comment No. 77-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified, Master Response No. 2 for an explanation of 
how lane utilization was determined, and Master Response No. 2 for an 
explanation of the development of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of 
development projects. 
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In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered Alternative A (Truncated Project 
Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative and recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA 
Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an 
additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one 
mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood 
Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering 
Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board. 

In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council requested that 
staff also include a second new alternative that would further reduce the 
length of the bus lanes to 5.4 miles and implement them just east of the City 
of Beverly Hills.  This second new alternative is a further refinement to 
Alternative A and is referred to in this document as Alternative A-2.  The 
impacts associated with Alternative A-2 are presented in the Revised Final 
EIR/EA and it was determined that although traffic impacts west of the City 
of Beverly Hills would be reduced compared to the proposed project or 
Alternative A, some traffic impacts would remain at study intersections west 
of the City of Beverly Hills.  In general, these impacts are due to traffic 
pattern shifts resulting from a decrease in the usage of Wilshire Boulevard for 
long-distance trips under Alternative A-2.  Because of the reduction in 
capacity for mixed-flow traffic on Wilshire Boulevard east of Beverly Hills 
caused by the implementation of the bus lane, long-distance trips tend to shift 
away from Wilshire Boulevard.  Some of these long-distance trips would 
otherwise have used Wilshire Boulevard west of Beverly Hills.  Once these 
trips are removed from Wilshire Boulevard, more capacity is made available 
for other trips on Wilshire Boulevard west of Beverly Hills, because there is 
no capacity reduction in that area.  Over time, trips will be attracted from 
other arterials to make use of this available capacity on Wilshire Boulevard.  
The turning movements of some of these trips from the roadways where they 
begin their journey to then travel to Wilshire Boulevard are creating many of 
the impacts observed under Alternative A-2 west of Beverly Hills.  For 
example, at the intersection of Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard, the 
eastbound right-turn movement and the northbound left-turn movements 
increase under Alternative A-2, as some traffic uses Veteran Avenue to shift 
between Sunset Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard.  The impacts created by 
this turning traffic under Alternative A-2 are less than the impacts created 
under the project or Alternative A, but they, nonetheless, remain significant 
according to the impact criteria applicable to this project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-6 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. 77-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 
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Response to Comment No. 77-8 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-9 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit.  When more people choose public 
transit as a viable option to the automobile, it helps relieve some of the traffic 
congestion and helps reduce air pollution. 

Response to Comment No. 77-10 

Under CEQA, the Draft EIR/EA is not required to “show whether pollution 
might decrease if enough people can be encouraged to take the bus...”  Air 
quality impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA consistent with SCAQMD 
prescribed evaluation criteria.  Impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment No. 77-11 

The Metro Rapid Line 720 can take up to 5 minutes in the a.m. peak and 12 
minutes in the p.m. peak to travel from Bonsall Avenue to Bundy Avenue.  It 
is expected that a savings of at least 1.5 to 3 minutes in bus travel times in 
each direction for this segment can be achieved.  All these cumulative savings 
along the corridor are essential in making significant improvements in 
passenger travel times and service reliability, two key goals of the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-12 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA disclose the increase in vehicle delay at the 
study intersections on Wilshire Boulevard and in the rest of the study area.  
The analysis of project impacts is consistent with LACMTA and City of Los 
Angeles guidelines and the CEQA guidelines.  While data of the kind 
requested may be of interest to the commenter in forming an opinion on the 
proposed project, it is not necessary for evaluating potential project impacts 
under CEQA or NEPA. 

The trips generated by the identified commuters were captured in the traffic 
counts used to analyze the traffic impacts of the proposed project at the 
intersections. 

Response to Comment No. 77-13 

Buses are scheduled on every corridor, including Wilshire Boulevard, to meet 
passenger demand.  The implementation of bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
would not only help reduce passenger travel times but most importantly, the 
improved travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to the 
separation of the bus lanes from mixed-flow traffic.  Therefore, service 
reliability is greatly improved.  These improved travel times and consistencies 
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would allow for improved operating efficiency and the ability to provide more 
trips without the need to increase the existing fleet size. 

Response to Comment No. 77-14 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 77-9 through 77-13 above.  Also, 
please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified.  As explained in the response, the study area 
was not based on assumptions but on the results of the regional travel 
demand model. 

Response to Comment No. 77-15 

We recognize that many of the improvements included in the Wilshire BRT 
Draft EIR/EA can be implemented without removing two lanes of Wilshire 
Boulevard during peak periods; however, it is the implementation of bus 
lanes along Wilshire Boulevard that would provide the greatest benefit to 
transit and encourage more riders. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 17-21 for further discussion of the 
City’s transportation systems management.  LADOT has long recognized the 
benefits of transportation systems management, and has made major 
commitment to the continuing development and improvement of the City’s 
transportation infrastructure and networks, by modifying traffic signal timing 
and adding left-turn lanes/phases where warranted, and investing in new 
technologies.  However, these measures alone cannot and will not ensure a 
sustainable long-term transportation infrastructure or adequately address 
future traffic ambient growth in the City because motor vehicles trips will 
continue to grow.  Therefore, a viable long-term transportation management 
system must include an efficient and reliable transit infrastructures that is 
capable of moving high volumes of people, not just automobiles.  
Unfortunately, land-use, right-of-way, and financial constraints often make 
the goal of constructing new transit facilities, outside of the existing 
transportation infrastructure, feasible.  In those instances, transit facility, 
such as the proposed project, must share the City’s limited transportation 
resources with other modes. 

Response to Comment No. 77-16 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 77-15 above. 

Response to Comment No. 77-17 

As discussed on page 25 of the TIA, the lanes on Wilshire Boulevard are not 
equally utilized, so restricting the curb lane to buses and right-turning 
vehicles does not reduce the capacity of Wilshire Boulevard by 33%.  Please 
refer to Master Response No. 2 for an explanation of how lane utilization was 
determined.  Wilshire Boulevard is generally 75 feet from curb to curb 
between Centinela and Federal Avenues.  In the eastern segment of the 
proposed project, Wilshire Boulevard is as narrow as 70 feet, so the potential 
impacts in Brentwood are not being treated differently from other segments 
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of the proposed project.  The proposed project includes widening of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Bonsall Avenue to create a new 
eastbound bus lane.  This additional capacity would improve traffic flow on 
Wilshire Boulevard approaching the I-405.  The proposed project would 
lengthen the left-turn pocket on Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda Boulevard 
for traffic making a left-turn from eastbound Wilshire Boulevard to 
northbound Sepulveda Boulevard.  Currently, that traffic often spills over 
onto the adjoining through lanes.  By eliminating this spillover from the left-
turn pocket, the proposed project would improve eastbound traffic flow on 
the Wilshire Boulevard approach under the I-405 bridge. 

Response to Comment No. 77-18 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified. 

Response to Comment No. 77-19 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 77-2 above. 

Response to Comment No. 77-20 

Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development 
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects. 

Response to Comment No. 77-21 

LACMTA staff have coordinated with the staff working on the I-405 widening 
project to make sure that the two projects do not conflict or overlap with one 
another.  The majority of the I-405 work is being conducted on the freeway 
and on/off ramps.  It does not include lengthening the eastbound left-turn 
pocket at Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 77-22 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 77-21 above. 

Response to Comment No. 77-23 

The delay reported for each intersection is the average delay experienced by 
all vehicles traveling through the intersection, whether on the major street, 
the minor street, proceeding straight through, or turning.  The delay includes 
not just stopped time but reduced speed caused by decelerating to stop and 
then accelerating after a stop. 

Response to Comment No. 77-24 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA included expected development in the region 
through 2020.  Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of 
the development of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development 
projects. 
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Response to Comment No. 77-25 

There is no inconsistency between the EIRs.  The Bundy Village Project is a 
development project that creates new automobile trips.  The proposed project 
is a transit project that causes a redistribution of trips.  The Draft EIR/EA and 
the TIA analyze the potential impacts of this redistribution.  Please refer to 
Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development of future traffic 
forecasts and the inclusion of development projects. 

The environmental clearance process is currently underway for the Westside 
Subway Extension Project.  According to the schedule in the Expenditure 
Plan for Measure R and subsequently adopted into the Long Range 
Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County, the funding for the subway 
would allow it to be built to Fairfax area in 2019, Century City in 2026, and 
reach Westwood in 2036.  The Wilshire BRT provides an earlier opportunity 
to improve transit service along this heaviest travelled bus corridor, while also 
improving the roadway.  Whenever the subway is opened, bus service would 
continue to run along Wilshire Boulevard as it does now along other 
corridors, where rail is operating.  Certainly many transit riders will continue 
to take the bus to connect to areas located between rail stations.  It is too 
speculative to predict how bus service might be restructured along Wilshire 
Boulevard with the subway, but it is reasonable to assume that this corridor 
would continue to have high auto and passenger demand. 

Response to Comment No. 77-26 

The planning effort for a project includes a process known as public scoping.  
It is during this time that the public is asked to present ideas and concerns 
that should be taken into consideration as the plan is initiated, including 
other alternatives.  In the fall of 2009, a 30-day public scoping period was 
held, including four public scoping meetings for the Wilshire BRT Project.  It 
was during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated should have 
been raised.  However, it should be noted that in consideration of comments 
received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT 
considered Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the 
preferred alternative and recommended adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 
2010, the Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would 
reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  
Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of 
this alternative to the LACMTA Board. 

In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council requested that 
staff also include a second new alternative that would further reduce the 
length of the bus lanes to 5.4 miles and implement them just east of the City 
of Beverly Hills.  This second new alternative is a further refinement to 
Alternative A and is referred to in this document as Alternative A-2.  The 
impacts associated with Alternative A-2 are presented in the Revised Final 
EIR/EA and it was determined that although traffic impacts west of the City 
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of Beverly Hills would be reduced compared to the proposed project or 
Alternative A, some traffic impacts would remain at study intersections west 
of the City of Beverly Hills.  In general, these impacts are due to traffic 
pattern shifts resulting from a decrease in the usage of Wilshire Boulevard for 
long-distance trips under Alternative A-2.  Because of the reduction in 
capacity for mixed-flow traffic on Wilshire Boulevard east of Beverly Hills 
caused by the implementation of the bus lane, long-distance trips tend to shift 
away from Wilshire Boulevard.  Some of these long-distance trips would 
otherwise have used Wilshire Boulevard west of Beverly Hills.  Once these 
trips are removed from Wilshire Boulevard, more capacity is made available 
for other trips on Wilshire Boulevard west of Beverly Hills, because there is 
no capacity reduction in that area.  Over time, trips will be attracted from 
other arterials to make use of this available capacity on Wilshire Boulevard.  
The turning movements of some of these trips from the roadways where they 
begin their journey to then travel to Wilshire Boulevard are creating many of 
the impacts observed under Alternative A-2 west of Beverly Hills.  For 
example, at the intersection of Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard, the 
eastbound right-turn movement and the northbound left-turn movements 
increase under Alternative A-2, as some traffic uses Veteran Avenue to shift 
between Sunset Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard.  The impacts created by 
this turning traffic under Alternative A-2 are less than the impacts created 
under the project or Alternative A, but they, nonetheless, remain significant 
according to the impact criteria applicable to this project. 

Also, please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the 
segment between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-27 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 77-26 above. 

Response to Comment No. 77-28 

Any other alternative to be evaluated should have been raised during the 
public scoping period for the Wilshire BRT Project in Fall 2009.  However, 
the Wilshire BRT corridor extends over approximately 10 miles of Wilshire 
Boulevard from the Los Angeles/Santa Monica City limits to downtown Los 
Angeles.  Commute and travel patterns are different throughout the corridor.  
While it may be true that employment trips are more heavily westbound in 
the morning and eastbound in the evening in some areas, the opposite is true 
in other areas.  Downtown Los Angeles is also a major trip destination, and 
morning eastbound and evening westbound traffic volumes are heavy at 
many locations throughout the corridor.  The Wilshire Bus Speed 
Improvement – Stage Two Analysis Memorandum (Transportation 
Management & Design, Inc, February 2007) cited in Master Response No. 8, 
documented bus delays in both directions at intersections on Wilshire 
Boulevard during both the morning and evening peak periods, including 
westbound delay at both Beverly Glen Boulevard and Gayley Avenue during 
both peak periods.  Two goals of the proposed project are to improve bus 
travel times and to improve service reliability.  Implementing the project in 
both directions is critical to achieving these goals.  Bus travel time and 
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reliability would be improved by reducing the variability in travel time caused 
by delays at signalized intersections in both directions.  In addition, bus 
speed data indicate that bus speeds between Comstock Avenue and 
Westwood Boulevard are as low as 17 mph in the eastbound p.m. peak 
direction and as low as 8.2 mph in the westbound p.m. peak direction.  These 
bus speeds for both directions are well below the posted speed limit of 35 
mph. 

Response to Comment No. 77-29 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA provide data about significant impacts at 
intersections, in accordance with the CEQA guidelines.  While data of the 
kind requested in the comment may be of interest to the commenter in 
forming an opinion on the proposed project, it is not necessary for evaluating 
potential project impacts under CEQA or NEPA. 

Response to Comment No. 77-30 

Currently, curb widths range between 10 feet to 15 feet between Bonsall 
Avenue and Federal Avenue, which is within the County of Los Angeles’ 
jurisdiction.  Sidewalks widths would be reduced to a more uniform width of 
10 feet in order to widen Wilshire Boulevard and accommodate a new 
eastbound bus lane.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 35-6 for 
further discussion regarding side walk widths. 

Response to Comment No. 77-31 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 77-30 above. 

Response to Comment No. 77-32 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project.  The Bus Lane 
Demonstration Project was discontinued until the bus lanes could be 
incorporated into a larger project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-33 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 77-34 

The 24 comments that were written in Korean were part of the BRU petition 
supporting the proposed project.  Translations were inadvertently omitted, 
and the summary matrix included in Appendix A has since been updated to 
include these comments of support.  Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EA is now 
part of Appendix B of the Revised Final EIR/EA, which contains all the 
technical appendices presented in the Draft EIR/EA. 
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Response to Comment No. 77-35 

Responses to the commenter’s comments and questions did not identify new 
impacts or change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EA.  According 
to Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of a Draft EIR 
is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies 
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  
Therefore, a recirculation or a new Draft EIR is not warranted or required. 

Response to Comment No. 77-36 

Comment noted; the Brentwood Community Council has been added to the 
project’s database for receiving future notices pertaining to this project. 

667



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-360 April 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page left intentionally blank 

 

 

 

668



Format

email

Date

Jul 3, 2010

Fname

Raymond

File Name

klein.raymond.070310

Summary

Seeking additional information regarding the study.

Email Address

rklein@earthlink.net

LName

Klein

Org

Comment

The Memo, dated May 13, 2005, from LADOT to City Council said:"DOT is currently collecting extensive traffic data at several intersections 
along Wilshire Boulevard and other parallel arterial streets like
Sunset Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard to assist an extensive analysis of impacts caused by the Wilshire Boulevard bus lanes." 
WHERE CAN THAT DATA BE OBTAINED?
Prior to the one mile Wilshire demonstration project, was there restricted parking on the north side of Wilshire from 4pm to 7pm?
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 78 
Klein, Raymond 

Response to Comment No. 78-1 

The data collected during the demonstration study was analyzed and 
summarized in the LADOT report to the Los Angeles City Council dated 
November 7, 2005.  A copy of the report is available at the City Clerk’s Office. 

Parking was permitted during peak periods on the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and Centinela Avenue, except at 
certain locations where there were 15-minute parking zones.  However, there 
was no parking or stopping allowed at any time, on either side of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 79 
Koretz, Paul, Councilmember 
City of Los Angeles Council District 5 

Response to Comment No. 79-1 

Comment noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 79-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 79-3 

Comment noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 79-4 through 
79-10 below. 

Response to Comment No. 79-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 79-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered Alternative A (Truncated Project 
Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative and recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA 
Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an 
additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one 
mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood 
Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering 
Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  This 
alternative is considered a refinement to Alternative A and would be the same 
as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue and no curb lane reconstruction/resurfacing 
between the western border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme 
Avenue. 
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Response to Comment No. 79-6 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 79-5 above.In consideration of 
comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA 
and LADOT are considering Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-
Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA and 
LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA 
Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors.  This alternative would result in the retention of the jut-outs 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 79-7 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 79-6 79-5 above, LACMTA staff 
and LADOT are now considering Alternative A-1 as the preferred alternative.  
This alternative, which is a refinement to Alternative A, would also result in 
the retention of the jut-outs between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  
Accordingly, no changes to on-street parking would occur.  Please refer to 
Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 

Response to Comment No. 79-8 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees.  In 
addition, this alternative would retain the buffer between Wilshire Boulevard 
and the properties that line this major transportation corridor. 

Response to Comment No. 79-9 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 79-5 above.Please refer to Master 
Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock 
Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 79-10 

Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly 
Hills and Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified.  Six intersections on 6th Street between Fairfax 
Avenue and Alvarado Street are included in the traffic analysis.  Southbound 
traffic on Fairfax Avenue is unlikely to use 6th Street and adjacent streets to 
travel westbound because these smaller streets all terminate at San Vicente 
Boulevard. 
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South Brentwood Residents Association 

149 South Barrington Ave. #194 

Los Angeles, California   90049 
 
 

Martha Butler, Project Manager  
LACMTA 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-23-1 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Re: Comments on DEIR/EA for Bus Rapid Transit Project on Wilshire Blvd. 
 
July 13, 2010 
 
Dear Ms. Butler: 
 
We are writing on behalf of the South Brentwood Residents Association (SBRA).  SBRA represents approximately 3,000 
homeowners and renters who reside in the area south of San Vicente Blvd., north of Wilshire Blvd., east of Centinela 
Avenue and west of Federal Avenue.  Additionally, SBRA represents the interests of all residents living in multi-family 
dwellings throughout the Brentwood community.  Because the SBRA covers homes immediately north of Wilshire Blvd. 
between Centinela and Federal, the route of the proposed Wilshire BRT runs through our area.  
 
We are very concerned that the team that put together the DEIR failed to study the impacts of implementing the 
Wilshire BRT in the Brentwood area, and we request that a new DEIR be prepared that covers South Brentwood.  
At a minimum the DEIR should address the traffic impacts on Montana Avenue, San Vicente Blvd., Sunset Blvd. west of 
the 405 freeway, Barrington Avenue north of Wilshire and Bundy/Kenter Drive north of Wilshire.  It should also 
address the impact on any other intersections that will be significantly impacted, and the proposed mitigations. 
 
We have reviewed the letter prepared by the Brentwood Community Council and agree with its issues and 
recommendations.  In particular: 
 

 We are concerned that trial bus lane projects that were previously conducted in 2004 and 2006 in our area led 
to gridlock, and that has not been addressed in the DEIR.  Metro should include the results of these trials in the 
DEIR and should explain how it proposes to mitigate the impacts of traffic this time if the DEIR is implemented.   

 
 We believe that the DEIR should include data on:  

a) the improved speed of buses in the area west of the 405; 
b) projections on how many more people will be encouraged to take the bus as a result of implementing 
dedicated bus lanes and what the total ridership in our area is projected to be with and without the bus lane;  
c) the increased travel time for cars during peak hours when the bus lanes are in place and the number of 
drivers impacted, 
d) air pollution impacts from having cars sit in traffic longer vs. reductions from encouraging more people to 

take the bus .   
We note that the DEIR should address these data points for the area west of the 405 separately than for the rest 
of the bus lane since our area is not contiguous to the rest of the bus lane in Alternative A which appears to be 
the preferred Alternative. 
 

 We ask that the project review the impact of implementing bus lanes only in the westbound direction in the AM 
peak and the eastbound direction in PM peak as this reflects the traffic patterns in the area, and bus lanes in 
both directions are not necessary. 
 

 We ask that the concerns raised by business owners on Wilshire Blvd. during previous bus lane trials and be 
addressed as well. 
 

 We are fully supportive of the proposals to improve signal timing, to add a left turn lane at Barrington, and to 
lengthen the left turn lane eastbound at Sepulveda (although we believe that this last change is already being 
implemented during the 405 freeway widening), and to fix curbs and pave streets.  We would like to know how 
many of the benefits can be realized from these changes alone and without adding in dedicated bus lanes in our 
area. 
 

677

19550
Text Box
LETTER 80

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
1

19550
Text Box
2

19550
Text Box
3

19550
Text Box
4

19550
Text Box
5

19550
Text Box
6

19550
Text Box
7

19550
Text Box
8



 We ask that No Wilshire BRT be implemented until after the 405 freeway widening project is completed, 
as that project is already causing many disruptions at Wilshire Blvd. and Sunset Blvd.  Any recommendations in 
the DEIR should take into account the changes being made to the freeway on/off ramps at Wilshire and Sunset. 
 

 We ask that Metro review its recommendation to decrease the sidewalk width between Barrington and Federal 
in light of the large number of University High School students who take the bus from Barrington (which we 
note is earlier than 4 pm in the afternoon so that they will not benefit from this project.) 
 

 We ask that The DEIR to take into account many other large projects west of the I-405, and a new DEIR be 
prepared that incorporates the impacts from these projects:  
 Two of the four corners of Barrington and Wilshire are currently vacant. A large project is already in the 

works for the northeast corner, and we are waiting to hear what is going to be proposed for the southeast 
corner; 

 The Bundy Village EIR (proposed for the corner of Bundy Drive and Olympic Blvd.) We note that the left 
turn mitigation proposed for Barrington and Wilshire in this DEIR is the same one that is proposed in the 
Bundy Village FEIR, and question how many times the City can give credit for the same recommendation. 

 We understand that a project is pending for the southeast corner of Bundy and Wilshire. 
 Centinela Avenue is the eastern border of Santa Monica, and many large projects are proposed in Santa 

Monica just west of Centinela. 
 The “Casden project” (Sepulveda and Pico) was not included even though Sepulveda/Pico, Westwood/Pico, 

and Overland/Pico are all listed as significantly impacted intersections from the Wilshire BRT. 
 Metro Westside Subway Extension- While the extension of the subway will not reach Brentwood for many 

years, it will impact the points further east much sooner. It is likely that lanes on Wilshire will be reduced 
during the construction phase, and this should definitely be taken into account in any analysis of the 
Wilshire BRT. 

 
 We ask Metro to review the possibility of putting in dedicated bicycle lanes on Wilshire Blvd. from Federal 

Avenue through Westwood which could be accessed at all times not only during peak hours.  We are concerned 
that decreasing sidewalk widths without adding bike lanes will make it even harder for bicyclists to bike under 
the 405.  Asking bicycles to share bus lanes does not provide a reasonable alternative because they can only be 
used during peak hours, and bicyclists will slow down the buses and eliminate a lot of the proposed benefit of 
this project. 

 
Thank you for addressing our concerns.  SBRA would like to make sure that any projects that are proposed 
appropriately weigh the potential benefits against the potential negative impacts on what is already a gridlocked area.   
 
The current DEIR is inadequate as it addresses neither the benefits nor the issues of concern in our area that would be 
caused by the Wilshire BRT.  SBRA cannot support the Wilshire BRT until a DEIR is prepared that addresses the impacts 
on Brentwood and that demonstrates the benefits of implementing the Wilshire BRT west of the 405. 
 
 

Marylin Krell 

 

Marylin Krell, 
President SBRA 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 80 
Krell, Marylin, President 
South Brentwood Residents Association 

Response to Comment No. 80-1 

Comment noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 80-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified. 

Response to Comment No. 80-3 

The letter prepared by the Brentwood Community Council is included as 
Letter 77.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 77-1 through 77-35. 

Response to Comment No. 80-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 80-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 80-6 

The bus lanes would improve bus travel times and service reliability in both 
directions.  However, between Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue, only an 
eastbound bus lane is proposed. 

There is also a planning process that includes a public scoping period, in 
which the public is asked to present ideas and concerns that should be taken 
into consideration as the plan is initiated, including other alternatives.  In the 
fall of 2009, there was a 30-day public scoping period that included four 
public scoping meetings for the Wilshire BRT Project.  Unfortunately, it was 
during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated as part of the Draft 
EIR/EA should have been raised. 

Response to Comment No. 80-7 

The concerns raised by business owners on Wilshire Boulevard during the 
previous bus lane trial had to do with the elimination of parking in front of 
their businesses.  When the bus lane trial was discontinued, parking along 
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this segment of Wilshire Boulevard was never restored and are currently 
being used for mixed-flow traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 80-8 

LACMTA staff have spoken with and will continue to coordinate with those 
working on the I-405 freeway HOV project.  The extension of the eastbound 
left-turn pocket onto northbound Sepulveda Boulevard is not part of that 
project. 

It should be noted that in consideration of comments received during the 
public review of the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered 
Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred 
alternative and recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA 
Board.  However, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the 
Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board. 

In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council requested that 
staff also include a second new alternative that would further reduce the 
length of the bus lanes and implement them just east of the City of Beverly 
Hills.  This second new alternative is a further refinement to Alternative A 
and is referred to in this document as Alternative A-2.  The impacts 
associated with Alternative A-2 are presented in the Revised Final EIR/EA 
and it is determined that although traffic impacts west of the City of Beverly 
Hills would be reduced compared to the proposed project or Alternative A, 
some traffic impacts would remain at study intersections west of the City of 
Beverly Hills.  In general, these impacts are due to traffic pattern shifts 
resulting from a decrease in the usage of Wilshire Boulevard for long-
distance trips under Alternative A-2.  Because of the reduction in capacity for 
mixed-flow traffic on Wilshire Boulevard east of Beverly Hills caused by the 
implementation of the bus lane, long-distance trips tend to shift away from 
Wilshire Boulevard.  Some of these long-distance trips would otherwise have 
used Wilshire Boulevard west of Beverly Hills.  Once these trips are removed 
from Wilshire Boulevard, more capacity is made available for other trips on 
Wilshire Boulevard west of Beverly Hills, because there is no capacity 
reduction in that area.  Over time, trips will be attracted from other arterials 
to make use of this available capacity on Wilshire Boulevard.  The turning 
movements of some of these trips from the roadways where they begin their 
journey to then travel to Wilshire Boulevard are creating many of the impacts 
observed under Alternative A-2 west of Beverly Hills.  For example, at the 
intersection of Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard, the eastbound right-turn 
movement and the northbound left-turn movements increase under 
Alternative A-2, as some traffic uses Veteran Avenue to shift between Sunset 
Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard.  The impacts created by this turning 
traffic under Alternative A-2 are less than the impacts created under the 
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project or Alternative A, but they, nonetheless, remain significant according 
to the impact criteria applicable to this project. 

Response to Comment No. 80-9 

LACMTA staff will continue to coordinate with those working on the I-405 
freeway HOV project to minimize any impacts from the two projects. 

Response to Comment No. 80-10 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 35-6 regarding sidewalk widths. 

Response to Comment No. 80-11 

Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development 
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment No. 77-25 concerning the Westside Subway 
Extension Project. 

Response to Comment No. 80-12 

LACMTA does not have the authority to install bike lanes.  Implementation of 
bicycle facilities is done through LADOT’s Bikeway Section.  The City’s new 
Bicycle Plan does propose new bike lanes on Wilshire Boulevard from Federal 
Avenue through Westwood area. 

Response to Comment No. 80-13 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 80-2 through 80-12.  The 
commenter’s concerns have been noted and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 81 
Kunz, Aaron, Deputy Director of Transportation 
City of Beverly Hills Department of Public Works and Transportation 

Response to Comment No. 81-1 

Comment noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 81-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified. 

Response to Comment No. 81-3 

As identified in the Draft EIR/EA and the TIA, there is little reason to 
anticipate cut-through traffic on residential streets (please refer to Master 
Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in adjacent residential areas).  
The trip diversion implied by the commenter would only potentially benefit 
relatively long-distance trips, which are not the majority of the trips on 
Wilshire Boulevard.  The Wilshire BRT project would be designed to make 
the smoothest transition possible from Beverly Hills into Los Angeles, but 
there would ultimately be the loss of the curb lane for through traffic.  If this 
creates queuing in the vicinity of the Los Angeles Country Club that extends 
to Whittier Drive on occasion, some westbound traffic may choose to use 
Whittier Drive and Sunset Boulevard as an alternate route.  The amount of 
traffic that would be likely to do this is limited as the distance between Sunset 
Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard is significant, so traffic with local 
destinations on Wilshire Boulevard would not benefit from doing this.  The 
100 block of Gale Drive also seems unlikely as an alternative route in the 
eastbound direction.  Traffic would most likely use this street only if they 
were going up Gale Drive to Orlando Avenue to 3rd Street, which involves 
going through a long signal at San Vicente Boulevard and then several stop-
controlled intersections.  Should eastbound traffic divert at this location, it 
would be more likely that they would use San Vicente Boulevard south to 
Olympic Boulevard.  In addition, Merv Griffin Way is not a residential street.  
Since the City of Beverly Hills has expressed this concern, LACMTA would 
coordinate with the City of Beverly Hills on this matter. 

Response to Comment No. 81-4 

Since the segment of Wilshire Boulevard within the City of Beverly Hills is 
not part of the project at this time, easy transitions at the city limits would be 
made.  Transition areas of approximately 300 feet would be provided to allow 
through traffic to exit the bus lane.  Appropriate signage would also be 
installed along Wilshire Boulevard, particularly near transition areas, to 
inform motorists of bus lane operation during peak hours.  Approval by the 
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City's Traffic Engineer will be sought if any signage is to be installed within 
the City of Beverly Hills. 
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July 22,2010

Martha Butler,
Project Manager Wilshire BRT
MTA
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Dear Ms. Butler:

La Tour Wilshire Residential Community is a 73 unit condominium located on the
Wilshire corridor. Our Association opposes the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project or
any alternative project which includes the removal of the jut outs and which creates bus
only lanes in Westwood from Comstock Avenue to Glendon Avenue.

Should this project move ahead as designed, MIA will be causing; the slowing of
auto traffic, street congestion, pollution, noise, increased difficulty of ingress and egress
to our building and others on the corridor.

The project retains stretches of Wilshire Boulevard which do not include bus only lanes
(Downtown, Beverly Hills and Santa Monica). Why change the Wilshire Corridor
which, according to the 2002 EIR Report, points out that traffic speed along the Wilshire
Corridor was the fastest of any other stretch on Wilshire Boulevard.

We support the exclusion of bus only lanes and retention of jut outs in the stretch of
Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock and Glendon Avenue.

~N~
The Board of Directors
La Tour Wilshire Residential Community

10380 Wilshire Boulevard Los Angeles, California 90024 310/281-2500 Fax: 310/281-2501 E-mail: latourwilshire@aol.com
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 82 
La Tour Wilshire Residential Community Board of Directors 

Response to Comment No. 82-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, in consideration of comments received during the public review of 
the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered Alternative A (Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative and 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  In spite of 
this recommendation, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, 
the Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce 
the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to 
Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of 
no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Accordingly, this alternative 
would result in the retention of the jut-outs.the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Marcene Landres [mbl1538@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:32 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: No Project for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As concerned homeowner and a Member of the Board of Comstock Hills Homeowner's  
Association, I am writing this letter to urge the City of Los Angeles to exclude  
the dedicated bus lanes from Comstock to Glendon.  
 
My position and that of those living on the Wilshire Corridor and north of  
Wilshire (HWPOA) is to urge you to eliminate this stretch of Wilshire due to the  
following reasons: 
 
     1)The 2001 study shows that there is no slowing of traffic, cars or     
buses, in that stretch of Wilshire.  In fact, it is the fastest moving segment  
of any other stretch of Wilshire.  It moves just fine.  I adhere to the notion  
that if it "isn't broken, don't fix it!" 
             
    2)Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch right now.  A dedicated bus  
lane would allow for greater speeds endangering cyclists and pedestrians who  
cross Wilshire to go to Holmby Park, synagogues and churches. 
     
 
    3)Narrowing car lanes will create backups from Bev. Hills to Comstock,  
resulting in more pollution from cars sitting in traffic.  The City of Los  
Angeles should be attempting to eliminate pollution rather than causing  it! 
 
 
    4)  Forcing the stretch from Comstock to Glendon to change when nothing is  
wrong is a costly waste of City funds and benefits absolutely no one.  During  
hard economic times, when we are struggling to keep Los Angeles libraries open,  
cutting services throughout the City, and eliminating tens of thousands of jobs,  
it is crucial for the City of Los Angeles to be mindful and responsible for each  
and every dollar spent! 
 
The above are just a few, but clearly important reasons why the City of Los  
Angeles should desist from creating "dedicated bus lanes" from Glendon to  
Comstock Avenue. 
 
My husband I favor NO PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marcene Barbanell Landres     
Board Member CHHOA               
1538 Comstock Avenue     
Los Angeles  90024   
(310) 552-2894 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 83 
Landres, Marcene 

Response to Comment No. 83-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 83-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 83-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds 
on churches and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 83-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly 
Hills. 

Response to Comment No. 83-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 83-1 above Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project and Master Response No. 12 
regarding the bus speeds between Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 83-6 

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project has been noted; the 
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
634 S. Spring St. Suite 821 
Los Angeles, CA     90014 
Phone          213.629.2142 
Facsimile     213.629.2259 
www.la-bike.org 
 

 
 
July 26, 2010 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 

 The Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition (LACBC) supports the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project. 
LACBC is a membership supported advocacy organization working to improve the bicycling environment 
and quality of life in Los Angeles County. 
 

We are pleased to support the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project as it increases the mobility of 
alternative forms of transportation along the Wilshire Corridor.  LACBC supports the bus-only lanes as 
bus/bike lanes, which will allow bicycles to share the bus-lanes. Bus/bike lanes will provide cyclists and 
transit riders with greater mobility, convenience, and most importantly safer use of the one of the city’s most 
heavily trafficked streets.  
 

We support Alternative A, the “Truncated without Jut-out removal” option, with one minor 
objection.  Park View to Valencia St which includes Alvarado, a major thoroughfare and transit line, is 
currently excluded from the proposed bus-only lane route. Much of the community and business support for 
the bus-only lane route comes from this area. We want the Wilshire and Alvarado portion included in the 
project because it’s where the largest boarding for the 720 happens and connects with bus line 200 in addition 
to the MacArthur Park red/purple line stop. We strongly urge Metro to include this stretch of Wilshire 
Boulevard into the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project to expand the mobility of this transit dependent 
neighborhood.  
 

We believe the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project’s integration of a bus/bike lane will increase 
cyclists’ safety and make the most of such a heavily trafficked corridor. Furthermore, this plan is a necessary 
improvement to the city’s bus and bicycle infrastructure and a great benefit for the community at large. With 
more convenient route access for both transit users and cyclists, Wilshire Boulevard will be a core example of 
Metro’s and the city’s commitment to sustainable transportation in Los Angeles. 

 LACBC looks forward to the implementation of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project for safer, 
more convenient access to the street for transit riders, cyclists, and pedestrians alike. 

Sincerely,  
 
 

 
Alexis Lantz 
Planning & Policy Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-384 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 84 
Lanz, Alexis, Planning and Policy Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 

Response to Comment No. 84-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

In addition, bicycles would be allowed to operate in the bus lanes. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: bridgefriend@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 3:48 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: JReichmann
Subject: Wilshire BRT

We favor no new bus conduct for wilshire bet from comstock to Glendon. 
 
Signed Bridget and Paul Laurin 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-386 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 85 
Laurin, Paul and Bridget 

Response to Comment No. 85-1 

These commenters oppose the proposed project; the comment has been 
noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 10:08 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Robert 
Last Name:  Lempert 
Email:      rob.lempert@gmail.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Please add me to your database.  This is a much needed project.  Thanks! 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-388 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 86 
Lempert, Robert 

Response to Comment No. 86-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  The 
commenter’s name has been added to the project’s database. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Bahareh Leviadin [Bahareh@Leviadin.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 1:43 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: Pejman David *Leviadin
Subject: We favor NO PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon

With warmest regards to the reader, 
 
My husband and I have owned our home just off of Beverly Glen & Wilshire Blvd. for several 
years now.  Years ago, while driving through that intersection, I was struck into the sidewalk 
by a vehicle that sped through the red light, and my car was totaled.  I am grateful  that there 
were no pedestrians in the sidewalk to run over and sometime think of what would have 
happened if there were.  I am sad to say that I have personally witnessed several accidents at 
the intersections of Wilshire Blvd. & Beverly Glen and Wilshire Blvd. & Comtock and DO 
NOT favor the PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon.  I no longer 
allow my kids to cross this deadly intersection to go to the neighborhood park and I try to 
avoid driving through the intersection as much as possible.  This neighborhood has great 
families and a great school.  Please help us decrease, not increase, the vehicle speeds on 
Wilshire Blvd. and decrease the accident rates next to our homes. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Bahareh Leviadin 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-390 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 87 
Leviadin, Bahareh 

Response to Comment No. 87-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety. 
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��
�
�����Original�Message������
From:�feedback@metro.net�[mailto:feedback@metro.net]��
Sent:�Friday,�July�16,�2010�3:21�PM�
To:�WilshireBRT�
Subject:�[Metro.net]�customer�comment�
�
Comment�from�
�
First�Name:�minyoung�
Last�Name:��lim�
Email:������minylim@gmail.com�
Phone:�������
URL:���������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������
�
As�a�research�scientist�in�oncology�and�a�mom,�I�have�been�seriously�worrying�about�poor�
quality�of�Southern�Californian�air.�I�would�like�to�express�my�strongest�support�for�the�
Wilshire�Bus�Only�Lanes�project.��
�
�
1.�I�support�the�findings�of�the�draft�Environment�Impact�Report.�
�
2.�I�urge�MTA�and�LA�City�Council�to�adopt�the�"Alternative�A"�proposal�with�one�minor�
amendment.�Amend�the�proposal�to�include�Valencia�to�Parkview�St.�segments�in�the�project�
where�the�Westlake/Alvarado�community�resides.�
�
3.�I�support�the�expedient�implementation�of�the�Wilshire�Bus�Only�Lanes�Project.�
�
Thank�you�for�your�consideration�for�the�success�of�this�project.��
�
�������������������������������������������������������������������������
�

LETTER 88

1
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-392 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 88 
Lim, Minyoung 

Response to Comment No. 88-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-395 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 89 
Lin, Alan, IGR/CEQA Interim Branch Chief 
Caltrans District 7, Regional Planning 

Response to Comment No. 89-1 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. 89-2 

The only restriping in the vicinity of the I-405 ramps would be to 
accommodate the lengthened left-turn pocket from eastbound Wilshire 
Boulevard to northbound Sepulveda Boulevard.  The mixed-flow lanes would 
not be narrowed.  There would be no bus lanes where the freeway ramps 
connect to Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed project included an eastbound 
bus lane near the northbound ramps.  However, that portion of the bus lane 
would not be implemented has been eliminated as a mitigation measure for 
the proposed project. 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los 
Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  In 
spite of this recommendation, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 
9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would 
reduce the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue 
and Selby Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  
Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of 
this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a 
refinement to Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the 
exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and 
no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of 
the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Under Alternative A-1, no 
bus lane is proposed in that area on Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of the 
I-405 ramps.  The transit priority upgrades improved by the proposed project 
apply at traffic signals only and would, therefore, not affect the freeway 
ramps, which are not signalized.  The transit priority upgrades at nearby 
signals are intended to improve the flow of buses on Wilshire Boulevard, 
while slightly benefitting other through traffic on Wilshire Boulevard.  
Accordingly, queuing on Wilshire Boulevard should be reduced at the 
intersections near the freeway. 

Response to Comment No. 89-3 

The proposed project would be implemented within City and County limits 
and would not encroach on any State right-of way, including the I-405.  No 
modifications to State facilities would occur. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-396 April 2011 

It is anticipated that most of the construction-related vehicles would not 
require over-weight or over-size permits.  However, if such vehicles are 
required during project construction, the project contractors would be 
required to obtain all applicable permits from the appropriate agencies. 

Similarly, project construction would comply with applicable federal, State, 
and local regulations, as well as other code requirements and permit 
provisions to prevent any violation of water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements.  Moreover, project operation would not create any 
new impacts related to stormwater quality and storm drainage system 
capacity beyond existing conditions. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 9:41 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Monte 
Last Name:  Marable1 
Email:      Mronndnly@aol.com 
Phone:      (213) 248‐9277 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Hello, my name is Monte Marable, since I live, work and interact along the Wilshire BLVD 
corridor, I believe that the Bus Only Lane is the perfect way to maintain sustainability when 
it comes to transportation and daily life. This is a way to get commuter out of their cars 
and on the Bus Rapid Transit, they will be able to arrive at work and school in a much more 
suitable and stressful manner, as well as help with the detoxification of Los Angeles' 
growing smog conditions. I thank you for including public comments and hope to see the bus 
lanes in full operation as soon as possible.  
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-398 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 90 
Marable, Monte 

Response to Comment No. 90-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: UKBlue [UKBlue@prodigy.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 6:12 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: NO PROJECT for Wilshire BRT from Comstock Ave. to Glendon.

We are AGAINST adding any dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Blvd. from Comstock to Glendon.  We live in the Comstock 
area and would be substantially effected by this proposed project.  Narrowing or lowering the number of car lanes will 
create even more backup from Beverly Hills, going west on Wilshire.  I believe this project would benefit no one except 
the Bus Riders’ Union. 
 
Please, for the benefit of those of us who live in this area, hear our voices.  We favor NO PROJECT FOR Wilshire BRT from 
Comstock Ave. to Glendon. 
 
Janie & Paul Marlowe 
1417 Warnall Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90024 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-400 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 91 
Marlowe, Paul and Janie 

Response to Comment No. 91-1 

These commenters oppose the proposed project; the comment has been 
noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly 
Hills. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Matute, Juan [jmatute@ucla.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 4:10 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Wilshire BRT Comment from Bruins for Traffic Relief

The below comment has been redacted to remove my professional affiliation.  Please consider this the official comment 
submission and delete (or do not submit) the previous comment.   
 

From: Matute, Juan  
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:38 PM 
To: 'wilshirebrt@metro.net' 
Subject: Wilshire BRT Comment from Bruins for Traffic Relief 
 
Beyond the local and regional environmental benefits of the project, The Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane 
project will have a real effect on disadvantaged populations seeking to improve their lives through high quality, 
public education. As an organization which represents UCLA students, staff, and faculty which are reliant on or 
choose to ride transit, we aim address the proposed project’s impact on these populations below. 
 
While gaining admission to UCLA is difficult, accessing the university on a daily basis can be even more 
cumbersome.  UCLA is situated among some of the highest priced real estate in the world.  Consequently, 
students often share bedrooms in nearby off-campus housing at a cost of over $700 per month per person. 
 Students seeking their own bedrooms so that they can control their study environment will pay twice as much. 
 Living in dorms is even more expensive, and students pay approximately $1500 per month for room and 
board. 
 
These living expenses can easily overshadow the rising cost of tuition and fees charged to UCLA students, 
which has grown substantially in recent years and is now in the vicinity of $11,000 per year.   
 
In response to these costs, many students seek to live further away from campus where housing is cheaper. 
 Parking at UCLA is scarce, and students must apply for permits.  Undergraduate students often are not 
awarded permits, and those that live great distances from UCLA and do receive permits must pay 
approximately $800 per calendar year for the permit, plus automobile ownership and operating expenses.  
 
Many students who live outside of the Westwood neighborhood immediately surrounding UCLA ride the bus to 
UCLA.  Taking the bus allows these students access to more affordable housing options in the neighborhoods 
of West LA, Palms, East Hollywood, Koreatown, MacArthur Park.   
 
There are real trade-offs students encounter when living off-campus.  The City of Los Angeles is notorious for 
its traffic congestion, and the result of this traffic congestion can often be highly variable trip times.  For 
students seeking use transit to get to class, this variability can mean being late to class, exams, or other 
engagements.  Sometimes being late is unavoidable as low income students seek to balance work, family, and 
school. 
 
The most affordable of these housing options are in Koreatown and MacArthur Park, two neighborhoods which 
have large concentrations of Asian and Latino households and are substantially poorer than the region as a 
whole.   These neighborhoods are also a greater distance from UCLA than the other neighborhoods and are 
subject to wide variations in trip times due to traffic congestion.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that trip times 
between MacArthur Park and UCLA can be as long as 100 minutes, or as few as 45 minutes.  This project will 
greatly benefit residents of these neighborhoods who seek reliable access UCLA..  
 
This project will greatly improve reliable access to UCLA from the areas around Wilshire Boulevard for 
students, faculty, staff, and visitors who are transit dependent.  Additionally it will give potential choice riders a 
new reliable option.  Many of those affiliated with UCLA would welcome the opportunity to read while in transit 
to and from the University.   
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While the project will have many benefits to those who wish to access the University from other points of Los 
Angeles along Wilshire Boulevard, it will also greatly benefit those in Westwood who seek to access other 
points of Los Angeles.  The length of Wilshire Boulevard is a dense employment corridor, but many 
professional jobs are located at the east end in downtown Los Angeles.  Currently, UCLA students who wish to 
travel from campus to downtown LA for an internship must either drive (variable, 25 to 60 minutes) or take 
transit (variable, 60 minutes to 100 minutes).  Those who do not have access to a car at UCLA must take 
transit, and the trip time variability means that they must devote up to 3.5 hours a day to commuting, in addition 
to school and work.  This can make an internship downtown prohibitive to many students without access to a 
car.  The bus-only lane project will greatly reduce trip time variability in the Wilshire Corridor, allowing students 
without vehicle access similar reliability to those with vehicle access, enabling these students to benefit from 
the training and professional connections an internship provides. 
 
As for environmental considerations, it has been documented that buses are noisiest when they are 
accelerating and decelerating (when engine RPM is high); with bus only lane, buses will be able to travel at 
more constant speed, thus reducing noisy acceleration and deceleration events.  Additionally, buses traveling 
at constant speeds without non-transit vehicles intercepting their path will brake less. As brake dust creates 
Particulate Matter pollution, a cause and aggravator of asthma and other pulmonary conditions, the reduction 
in braking occurrences will yield positive impacts in localized air quality and public health.   
 
Additionally, dedicated Right-Of-Way Bus Rapid Transit is a cost effective solution to creating a high quality 
transit corridor which will reduce regional per capita GHG and unlock economic inefficiency.  Research has 
shown that high quality rail and bus corridors are essential to the implementation of California’s SB 375 and the 
production of effective Sustainable Communities Strategies for the reduction of regional greenhouse gas 
emissions from transportation.  As Wilshire Boulevard is Southern California’s most traveled transit corridor, it 
is good environmental and economic policy to improve the quality of this transit corridor during peak hours, 
when the relative benefits to private vehicle travel are most pronounced, and a dedicated right of way can be 
most effective at decreasing travel times and variability and inducing additional transit trips.  By providing an 
uncongested alternative, the project may induce additional trips which will yield regional benefits in the form of 
additional economic transactions and social interactions. 
 
Because of these and many other environmental, economic, and social justice impacts among other 
considerations, Bruins for Traffic Relief, a group of UCLA students, staff, alumni, and faculty, enthusiastically 
supports the Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only lane project under consideration by Metro and the LADOT.   
 
Juan Matute 
Representative, Bruins for Traffic Relief 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-403 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 92 
Matute, John, Representative 
Bruins for Traffic Relief 

Response to Comment No. 92-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-404 April 2011 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 11:40 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Adam 
Last Name:  Moos 
Email:      adam.moos@gmail.com 
Phone:      (310) 446‐6667 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I am opposed to the creation of Bus Rapid Transit lanes on Wilshire Boulevard.  I have driven 
that stretch of Wilshire for years and the traffic moves well.  Eliminating cars from a lane 
of traffic in each direction will inconvenience residents to the benefit of those driving 
through our neighborhood. 
 
The traffic backs up at the Freeway entrances.  The traffic backs up at Santa Monica and 
Wilshire (in all directions).  Neither of these problems are fixed by using Dedicated Bus 
Lanes. 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-406 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 93 
Moos, Adam 

Response to Comment No. 93-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: John Moreno [johnmoreno1@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2010 9:25 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: I support buses only lane on Wilshire!

I certainaly support a buses only lane on Wilshire during morning and afternoon rush hour times.  But 
perhaps motorcycles, scooters and mopeds could be allowed to use the lane as well.  Then if we can't get 
people on a bus, we can at least get them out of a car and on to a 2-wheel vehicle which also saves on 
gas and pollution. 
  
Thank you. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-408 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 94 
Moreno, John 

Response to Comment No. 94-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Bicycles would be allowed to operate in the bus lanes. 
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Format

form

Date

Jun 30, 2010

Fname

Moshe

File Name

sina.moshe.063010

Summary

Not relevant to the study

Email AddressLName

Sina

Org

Comment

Asking for Metor Bus #4 and #704 has 2 stops between Sepulveda and Barrington, about 1 mile distance and more than 14 blocks. #4 doesn't 
work during the day and some 704 also. Please fix the schedule for the #4 to serve this area during the day. There are many elderly people 
who need this bus.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-410 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 95 
Moshe, Sina 

Response to Comment No. 95-1 

The proposed project does not involve any changes to the bus service or 
operation.  The primary goal of the proposed project is to improve bus 
passenger travel times and bus service reliability by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment.  The 
commenter is encouraged to contact a Metro Passenger Relations 
Representative at (213) 922-6235 or (800) 464-2111 or by e-mail at 
customerRelations@metro.net for questions/suggestions regarding the 
current bus service. 

As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-413 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 96 
Norton, Hilary, Executive Director 
Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic 

Response to Comment No. 96-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comments have been 
noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

LACMTA and the City of Los Angeles are willing to at least evaluate the use of 
the bus lanes by other privately operated buses that promote reduced car 
congestion and high-occupant travel on Wilshire Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 96-2 

Unfortunately, the FTA will only fund the reconstruction/repaving of the 
curb lanes as it directly relates to the implementation of curbside bus lanes.  
However, the City of Los Angeles has been approved for some American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds that they intend to use for 
reconstructing/repaving the remaining lanes of Wilshire Boulevard between 
Western Avenue and Fairfax Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 96-3 

LACMTA and the City of Los Angeles are willing to at least evaluate the use of 
the bus lanes by other privately operated buses that promote reduced car 
congestion and high-occupant travel on Wilshire Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 96-4 

Comment noted. 
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Debbie & Howard Nussbaum 
516 Cashmere Terrace 
Los Angeles, Ca 90049 

 
Martha Butler  
Project Manager,Metro  
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012  
wilshirebrt@metro.net 
 
Subject: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) DEIR Petition 
 
We feel strongly that the bus-only lane on the stretch of Wilshire blvd. between Sepulveda to 
Comstock be excluded from the Wilshire BRT project because it would offer no advantage to the bus 
riders or communities along this corridor.  We do not support the Wilshire BRT or any alternative 
project which includes a bus-only lane from Sepulveda to Comstock.  We support the exclusion of the bus-
only lane on the stretch of Wilshire between Comstock and Sepulveda Blvd. for two reasons.   
 
The section of Wilshire between Sepulveda Blvd. and Glendon Ave. is only 4 short blocks long and is 
heavily congested local traffic, with commuters entering and exiting the I-405 freeway as well as buses 
from Metro (Orange & Red lines), Santa Monica, and Culver City bus lines.   As the Wilshire buses 
approach Westwood Blvd or Veteran Ave. it is very common to see them in the center or left turn lanes as 
their routes head towards the UCLA campus.  These routes will continue to create a mix of buses and cars 
in all the lanes, the idea of a bus only lane in this section does not meet the need of all the bus lines and 
their routes.  The intersection in this section function at LOS of E’s and F’s taking away traffic lanes from 
east and west commuters will make traffic worse. 
 
This short 4 block stretch of Wilshire also has at least 3 bus stops each for the west bound and the east 
bound buses.  Some buses stop at each stop some at only one stop.  It is common to see a Red bus waiting 
behind another Red bus as the first bus boards passengers.  It is also common to see one bus passing 
another bus that is stopped at the curb to pick up riders.  There is a kind of leap-frog effect as the buses use 
the second lane over to pass each other.  We assume the buses will continue this practice and will continue 
to be part of the traffic mix in the non-bus lane lanes.  This will have a negative effect on the carpooler and 
vans, as well as car commuters heading to the I-405 freeway for destinations far and wide.  The very 
minimal amount of time that is being perceived as a bus rider’s time savings in this 4 block section of 
Wilshire will create havoc in a 4 block section of Westwood Village along Wilshire.  This section is known 
for its near grid lock conditions during the PM peak travel time, taking away surface street lanes from car 
and vanpool commuters will make matters worse and extend the length of time those congestion hours.   
Alternative A already calls for no bus-only lane from Sepulveda to mid-block Gayley/Veteran; we are 
asking to extend the no bus-only lane an additional 2 1/2 short blocks to Glendon at the eastern edge of 
Westwood Village.   
 
The factor of just how long it takes to board bus rider at the bus stops between Glendon and Sepulveda 
Blvd. needs to be considered, there are lots of bus riders exiting and boarding the buses with passengers 
that work or attend school in the Westwood Village.  The loading of one bus often hold up the bus be hind 
it.  Answer the following: 
 

1. How long does each boarding and exiting cycle at a stop take for a red #720 or 920 bus?  For 10 
passengers?  For 20 passengers?  For 30+ passengers? 

2. How much time does a bus ride from Cantilena to Park View take in an AM peak and a PM peak 
time ride? 

3. How much time of a bus trip from Centinela to Park View is taken up in passenger boarding and 
exiting?  For a morning peak period bus trip and for an after noon peak period bus trip? 

4. How much time do you anticipate picking up in travel time if there is a bus-only lane on Wilshire 
between Park View and Centinela? 

5. How many stops on average does an east bound bus make from Centinela to Park View at rush 
hour AM peak and at PM peak? 

6. How much time would be saved if there was a bus only lane from Sepulveda to Glendon? 

  1 
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The second reason we support excluding the bus only lane deals with the section of Wilshire from Glen 
Roy to Comstock.   

• We feel the impact on Wilshire will be tremendous in terms of impact of car commuters and this 
will increase cut-thru-traffic in the single family neighborhood north and south of Wilshire.   

• The Red bus already runs non stop between Glendon and Beverly Glen without the need for 
dedicated bus lanes.  Seven significantly impacted intersections between Glendon and Comstock 
cannot be mitigated and likely, will be worsened.  The inability to mitigate a currently severely 
impacted intersection does not justify further worsening of the impact.   

• Traffic delays for automobiles will increase substantially on Wilshire between Comstock and 
Glendon if two lanes are removed in order to make them bus-only lanes.  Traffic idle and gridlock 
will occur in areas where currently these where these problems do not exist.   

• With 2 lanes eliminated during AM and PM rush hours, two of the three other bus lines (20 & 
920) also operating on Wilshire will be squeezed into mixed-flow lanes, thus adding to increased 
congestion for autos. 

 
Additional Comments and Questions for the Draft EIR /EA on the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit 
Project: 
 
1. The following comment will generally address the scope of BRT on Wilshire as it relates to traffic 

(time) and the environment (pollution) between Comstock and Sepulveda in the Westwood village 
area.  The Wilshire BRT project will eliminate 1/3 of the current available street surface currently used 
by car commuter, car pools and neighborhood residents along Wilshire Blvd. 

2. The Wilshire bus routes have the highest county rider ship, must mean that its working well and that 
people are taking the bus regardless of speed.  What percent in new rider ship is expected and what 
reduction in car traffic is expected for the am and pm peak commute times?  Within the first 3 months, 
6 months of opening the dedicated bus lane?   After a year?   Where is the anticipated rider ship 
coming from and where is the rider ship going at the end of the day?  What increase in ridership during 
the am or pm peak hours would deem the project a success? 

3.  How does this benefit Wilshire commuters who currently use the on ramps to the I-405 to commute 
north or south of Wilshire? 

4. What is the estimated increase in lost time to car and van pool commuters created by eliminating 1 of 
the existing 3 east bound and again 1 of the 3 existing west bound car lanes on Wilshire Blvd. when 
1/3 of the existing traffic is forced to wait in the remaining two lanes for their turn traveling on 
Wilshire during peak am & pm commute times?  Please discuss additional travel delays and pollutions 
generated from additional idle time of cars.  What is the cumulative effect as traffic migrates to other 
streets like Santa Monica, Sunset, Olympic or Pico?  What about north/south streets? 

5. Same question as above but please discuss in terms of the Comstock to Sepulveda segment of Wilshire 
Blvd. 

6. Wilshire Bl. from Comstock to Sepulveda is heavily traveled by cars and by buses.  How much time is 
expected to be saved per bus in this section on an east bound AM peak commute?  On a west bound 
AM peak commute?  How much time is expected to be saved per bus on a west bound PM peak 
commute from Comstock to Sepulveda?  How much time is expected to be saved per bus on an east 
bound PM peak commute from Sepulveda to Comstock?  How much addition time will be added to the 
commute time to car travel from Comstock to Sepulveda because of fewer lanes available? 

7. How much time does a 7:30 AM west bound ride from Park View St to Centinela Ave currently take?  
How much time does the 7:30AM ride traveling east from Centinela Ave to Park View St take?  What 
is your estimate of travel time once the dedicated bus lane is implemented?  Please answer for both an 
east bound and west bound ride 7:30 AM from Park View St. to Centinela Ave. 

8. How long does a 5:15 PM west bound ride from Park View St to Centinela Ave currently take?  How 
long is the 5:15 PM ride traveling east from Centinela Ave to Park View St?  What is your estimate of 
travel time once the dedicated bus lane is implemented?  Please answer for both an east bound and 
west bound ride at 5:15 PM from Park View St. to Centinela Ave. 

  2 
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9. Please analyze and report how long it takes to unload and load passengers at a Westwood bus stop.  
How many stops does a bus make on an average run from Park View St. to Centinela Ave during an 
average AM commute time (7AM to 9 Am) and during the PM commute (4 PM to 7 PM)? 

10. How many Metro buses are actually on the road on Wilshire Blvd. in the AM peak period and again on 
the PM peak period?  What is the estimated increase in numbers of buses once the dedicated bus lane 
is up and running?    What is the cost to the city for additional buses & staff to make this successful?  
Where is the money coming from? 

11. What are the pollution figures for the types of buses that will be used on Wilshire-BRT?   

12. What are the total metrics in increased pollution generated from cars traveling in the AM peak 
commute time and again in the PM peak commute time, created by eliminating one of the 3 existing 
east or west bound lanes on Wilshire Blvd. and forcing this existing traffic in to the remaining two 
lanes?  What is the anticipated impact on traffic on streets like Santa Monica Blvd., Olympic, Sunset, 
Pico Wilshire?  What about the north/South streets?   

13. How much additional idle time to car commutes from Park View St to Centinela Ave. is acceptable for 
a PM peak commute time?  How much additional idle time will be added to a 5:30 PM car commute 
Sepulveda Blvd. to Comstock once the dedicated bus lane is established? 

14. Will Metro buses use more than the dedicated bus lane if they need to pass another bus loading or 
unloading passengers along the curb in that dedicated bus lane?    What affect will this have on car lane 
traffic? 

15. Will the construction of the new or reconfigured on and off ramps on Wilshire for the I-405 HOV lane 
Project require to closure of any of the existing lanes along Wilshire?  If Metro will close lanes while 
doing the construction, how long will this construction require the closure of the Wilshire lanes?  What 
is the estimated effect car traffic in time lost and to pollution created by the delay?  What will the 
accumulative effect be when adding the time lost and car pollution increase from the on and off-ramp 
reconfiguration construction and the dedication of 1/3 of the existing lanes along Wilshire to exclusive 
bus travel? 

16. Will any trees be removed to create a longer left turn pocket for east bound Wilshire Bl at Sepulveda 
Bl.?   Will all trees removed because of this project be replaced?  At what ratio? 

17. What would the time savings to buses be if only the upgrade to the transit signal priority system was 
implemented and not the dedicated bus lane?  What would be the effect on cars travel from a lost time 
and pollution increase or decrease be? 

18. The trial bus lane from Centinela Ave to Federal was eliminated because of the horrible additional 
delays that were created to car commutes (even to vehicles used to carpool).  What were the increase in 
travel times and increase in pollutions created by cars idling in traffic created by eliminating 1/3 of the 
street surface & dedicating it to bus only use during am or pm peak travel time during the trial time?  
What impact did this have on surrounding streets? 

19. When the subway to the sea is built will the dedicated bus lane be eliminated? 

20. How will the queuing for the SB I-405 on-ramp be affected by creating a dedicated bus lane from 
Bonsall to Federal?  How will queuing effect be through traffic on Wilshire? 

21. How much higher does ridership have to be to get back to current average trip times in the corridor 
from Comstock to Sepulveda? 

22. Monetary cost of trip time (wasted time) for car commuters that can not take buses because of bus 
route logistics?  Please discuss. 

23. What are the current levels of car emissions at the Intersection of Sepulveda/ Wilshire, 
Westwood/Wilshire, Bundy/Wilshire, Federal/Wilshire, Beverly Glen/Wilshire, Santa Monica 
Bl/Westwood, Beverly Glen/Santa Monica Bl., Sepulveda/Santa Monica, Bundy/Santa Monica, 
Barrington, Santa Monica?  How long to return to current levels? 

24. Do buses or cars have more engine emissions?  What are they and how do they affect air quality?  How 
much will the back up of car traffic created by removing 1/3 of street surface at peak commute times 
have on air quality in the Sepulveda to Comstock area? Smog vs. travel time what are the metrics since 

  3 
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  4 

buses, run cleaner and have less emissions  than cars, there might be an increase in the smog.  Please 
discuss. 

25. Discus the impact of cut-through traffic on residential streets north and south of Wilshire.  Discuss the 
impact to delivery trucks that park on Wilshire to service the high-rise condos and to its’ residents. 

26. Discuss the movement of traffic to Olympic and Pico to escape the BRT.  How does Metro know 
where these autos will divert to?  Describe impacts to those neighborhoods as a result of the diversions. 

27. Please discuss the effect that the Transit Signal Priority System has on intersection timing?  What is 
the effect to north/south traffic?  Does the constant redistribution of intersection timing have an 
accumulative effect on north/south traffic, especially where many bus lines converge (like Westwood)?  
Does the prioritizing of time to buses have an affect on gridlock in densely traveled and populated 
areas such as the stretch of Wilshire from Comstock to Sepulveda?   

28. Please discuss the increase of 10% to 15% of the traffic signal cycle at minor intersections.  There are 
no ‘minor’ signal controlled intersections in the area between Comstock and Sepulveda.  Where are 
you planning to do this?  Please discuss this issue in terms of restricting north/south traffic. 

29. Please discuss “reduction in number of traffic signal recovery cycles from two to one at key 
intersections along the corridor’.  Which intersections between Beverly Hills and Bundy Dr will this be 
done at?  How wil this effect north/south traffic? 

30. Discuss the movement of traffic on Barrington to Sunset to escape BRT. 

31. What’s the expected increase in ridership by creating the bus only lane?  Figures from your 9/23/09 
notice set the current daily boardings along Wilshire at 93K.  Will the bus ridership increase by 
greater than 30K daily?  Will the bus ridership increase enough to compensate for eliminating 1/3 of 
the current street surface available to car and car pool commuter traffic in the Westwood area where 
the current automobile count is 110K on Wilshire at Veteran, Gayley & Westwood Blvds.? 

32. How long do you expect bus ridership on Wilshire to reach an additional 30K trips/day to offset the 
increase in car congestion that will be added during am and pm peak periods? 

33. Please discuss the increase in air pollution created by cars idling 1/3 longer through the Beverly Hills 
to Bundy section of Wilshire? 

34. Discuss the LOS at intersections that are currently E and F during peak hours in Westwood.  What 
impact will the BRT have on those intersections?  Will the LOS change at other Westwood 
intersections?  Discuss each intersection and the ramifications of the BRT. 

35. With the reduction in lanes and the extra time to complete by car, at what bus ridership will commutes 
return to the current levels?  Similarly, what bus ridership is needed to offset the additional pollution 
brought by the extended commute times of the cars? 

How ever noble the idea of increasing ridership on the buses by speeding their trip from Santa Monica to 
downtown LA may be, the idea must be weighted against the increase in wasted time and pollution created 
by increased idle time of car and car pool commuters in the am and pm peak periods.  The bus system does 
not sufficiently cover residential neighborhoods, so getting people out of their cars and on to a bus may not 
be a realistic plan.  The trial Bus Lane from Federal Ave to the City of Santa Monica created a horrific 
snarl in the normal street traffic and changed traffic patterns by spilling the congestion on to small 
residential streets and auxiliary north/south streets.  Please do not implement this Wilshire BRT through 
the area between Comstock and Sepulveda Blvd. in West LA. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

Debbie & Howard Nussbaum 
Westwood Hills Property Owners Association – Traffic Committee Chairperson 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-420 April 2011 

delayed and overtaken by other buses.  It is true that Metro Rapid buses will 
be allowed to pass local buses, but a review of bus schedules found that most 
Metro Rapid buses pass only a few local buses in the area in which the bus 
lanes would be implemented.  Once a Metro Rapid bus passes a local bus, it 
does not get “leap-frogged” by another bus. 

Response to Comment No. 97-2 

Please see Response to Comment No. 97-1 above.  In consideration of 
comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA 
and LADOT are considering Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-
Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA and 
LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA 
Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors. Currently, it can take buses approximately 48 to 52 minutes on 
Metro Rapid Line 720 to travel along Wilshire Boulevard from Centinela 
Avenue to Park View Street in the a.m. peak.  It can take approximately 48 to 
65 minutes during the p.m. peak.  Not only would the bus lanes help improve 
bus travel times but, more importantly, service reliability would be improved 
as well since travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to 
the bus lanes' separation from mixed-flow traffic.  The bus lanes would also 
benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% slower (on average) than the Metro 
Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  Based on the speed improvements 
experienced with the Metro Rapid Program to date, one-way bus passenger 
travel times are expected to improve by up to 15 minutes.  Metro Rapid stops 
on Wilshire Boulevard are approximately one-mile apart.  The average time it 
takes to board a passenger is about 3 seconds per passenger. 

Response to Comment No. 97-3 

Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA  and Chapter 10 of the TIA address potential 
impacts on Ashton Avenue and Lindbrook Drive.  The TIA states that study 
intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of Lindbrook Drive and 
Ashton Avenue operate at LOS D or better in 2012 and 2020.  Therefore, it is 
not expected that a significant amount of traffic would divert from Wilshire 
Boulevard to these local residential streets. 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA identify nine of the 74 study intersections at 
which the proposed project and Alternative A would each have significant 
impacts that cannot be mitigated.  There are not seven significantly impacted 
intersections between Glendon and Comstock Avenues.  The increase in 
vehicle delay at each of the intersections is identified in the Draft EIR/EA and 
the TIA. 

All buses that remain on Wilshire Boulevard (as opposed to turning into 
UCLA), such as Metro Lines 720 and 920 would travel primarily in the bus 
lanes; they would use the remaining lanes only as needed to pass a bus or 
other vehicle in the bus lanes. 
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Response to Comment No. 97-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 97-5 

The proposed project would lengthen the eastbound left-turn pocket from 
Wilshire Boulevard to northbound Sepulveda Avenue, which would prevent 
left-turning traffic from blocking one of the through lanes.  Therefore, 
through traffic that currently moves to the right to avoid this queue would be 
able to remain in the left through lane, simplifying traffic flow under the  
I-405 bridge. 

Response to Comment No. 97-6 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA identify nine of the 74 study intersections at 
which the original proposed project and Alternative A would each have 
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated.  There are not seven 
significantly impacted intersections between Glendon and Comstock 
Avenues.  The increase in vehicle delay at each of the intersections is 
identified in the Draft EIR/EA and the TIA.  As discussed on page 25 of the 
TIA, the lanes on Wilshire Boulevard are not equally utilized, so restricting 
the curb lane to buses and right-turning vehicles does not reduce the capacity 
of Wilshire Boulevard by 33%.  Please refer to Master Response No. 2 for an 
explanation of how lane utilization was determined, Master Response No. 3 
for an explanation of the development of future traffic forecasts and the 
inclusion of development projects, and Master Response No. 1 for an 
explanation of how the study intersections were identified.  The analysis in 
the Draft EIR/EA and the TIA includes the diversion of traffic to alternative 
routes. 

The proposed project is not anticipated to have a material effect on vehicle 
running time.  As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA on page 4.1-15, “...drivers 
respond to changes in speed and capacity of the roadway network.  If a 
roadway’s capacity is reduced, as is the case along Wilshire Boulevard, traffic 
will divert to other routes that may offer faster travel times...”  In addition, 
development of public transit infrastructure is consistent with the State goal 
(per SB 375) of reducing GHG emissions associated with passenger vehicle 
travel by promoting alternative transportation choices, among other 
measures.  The proposed project would have no meaningful effect on long-
term GHG emissions when compared to the No Project Alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 97-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment 97-6 above. 

Response to Comment No. 97-8 

Currently, it can take buses on Metro Rapid Line 720 approximately 7 to 8 
minutes in the a.m. peak and 7 to 12 minutes in the p.m. peak.  It is expected 
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that a savings of at least 2 to 3 minutes in one-way bus travel time for this 
segment can be achieved.  All of these cumulative savings would result in 
significantly improved passenger travel times and service reliability along 
Wilshire Boulevard.  The bus lanes will also significantly benefit local line 20, 
which operates approximately 29% slower than Metro Rapid during the peak 
hours.   

Response to Comment No. 97-9 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 97-2 above. 

Response to Comment No. 97-10 

The time it takes to unload and load passengers at a Westwood bus stop 
varies by the time of day and how many passengers are boarding/alighting.  
On average, it takes about 3 seconds per passenger to board.  The Metro 
Rapid stops approximately every one mile and the local service stops 
approximately every two tenths of a mile.  The project corridor is 
approximately 9.7 12.5 miles. 

Response to Comment No. 97-11 

There are approximately 94 Metro buses assigned to the Wilshire services 
during the AM peak and approximately 104 buses during the PM peak.  With 
the improved travel times and service reliability, more trips can be provided 
without the need for an increased fleet size. 

Response to Comment No. 97-12 

The proposed project does not involve any changes to the bus service or 
operation.  Accordingly, no changes to the pollution figures for the types of 
buses that will be used on the Wilshire BRT would occur.  As this comment 
does not state a concern or a question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment No. 97-13 

Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development 
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects and 
Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study intersections were 
identified.  The analysis in the Draft EIR/EA and the TIA includes the 
diversion of traffic to alternative routes. 

Response to Comment No. 97-14 

While data of the kind requested may be of interest to the commenter in 
forming an opinion on the proposed project, it is not necessary for evaluating 
potential project impacts under CEQA or NEPA.  The increase in vehicle 
delay at each of the study intersections is identified in the Draft EIR/EA and 
the TIA. 
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Response to Comment No. 97-15 

Buses would operate in the curb lanes most of the time.  However, buses 
would be allowed to pass one another, when necessary.  Buses would then 
return back into the bus lanes. 

Response to Comment No. 97-16 

LACMTA staff have consulted with those responsible for the I-405 HOV Lane 
Project and have been informed that most work associated with that project 
would take place on the on/off-ramps themselves.  LACMTA will continue 
this coordination with Caltrans to minimize any impacts.  During 
construction of the Wilshire BRT Project, traffic plans will be prepared by 
both the City and County of Los Angeles to ensure that impacts are 
minimized. 

Response to Comment No. 97-17 

The trees in the median west of the I-405 would need to be removed to create 
a longer left-turn pocket for eastbound Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  These trees are currently not thriving well due to the narrow 
width of the current median.  However, these trees would be replaced with 
more appropriate landscaping along the new and reconfigured median. 

Response to Comment No. 97-18 

While data of the kind requested may be of interest to the commenter in 
forming an opinion on the proposed project, it is not necessary for evaluating 
potential project impacts under CEQA or NEPA.  Bus lanes are a key attribute 
of Bus Rapid Transit.  Bus lanes make transit usage more attractive by 
reducing transit travel times, increasing service reliability, and improving 
safety.  TPS The transit priority system by itself will not result in or provide 
the maximum benefits. 

Response to Comment No. 97-19 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project.  The Bus Lane 
Demonstration Project was discontinued until the bus lanes could be 
incorporated into a larger project. 

Response to Comment No. 97-20 

There are no current plans to eliminate the bus lanes once the subway is built 
since bus service along Wilshire Boulevard will continue to be provided. 

Response to Comment No. 97-21 

The proposed project would widen the south side of Wilshire Boulevard 
between Federal Avenue and Bonsall Avenue and restripe this segment of 
Wilshire Boulevard to add the proposed eastbound bus lane.  There would be 
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no loss of a mixed-flow lane along this segment to affect the southbound 
I-405 on-ramps.  In addition, the proposed project would lengthen the 
existing eastbound left-turn pocket on Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  It is anticipated that this improvement would significantly reduce 
the eastbound traffic congestion and delay along this segment of Wilshire 
Boulevard by eliminating the over-flow of left-turning vehicles onto the 
adjoining eastbound lanes. 

Response to Comment No. 97-22 

It is not clear what ridership has to do with getting back to average trip times 
in the corridor from Comstock Avenue to Sepulveda Boulevard.  As this 
comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment No. 97-23 

While data of the kind requested may be of interest to the commenter in 
forming an opinion on the proposed project, it is not necessary for evaluating 
potential project impacts under CEQA or NEPA. 

Response to Comment No. 97-24 

As the questions regarding bus and car emissions do not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  With respect to the question regarding peak commute times, the 
Draft EIR/EA states on page 4.1-15 that “...drivers respond to changes in 
speed and capacity of the roadway network.  If a roadway’s capacity is 
reduced, as is the case along Wilshire Boulevard, traffic will divert to other 
routes that may offer faster travel times...”  Air quality impacts, including 
impacts in the Sepulveda Boulevard to Comstock Avenue area, were evaluated 
in the Draft EIR/EA consistent with SCAQMD prescribed evaluation criteria.  
Impacts were found to be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment No. 97-25 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 97-24 above. 

Response to Comment No. 97-26 

Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EA and Chapter 10 of the TIA address potential 
impacts on Ashton Avenue and Lindbrook Drive.  Both documents state that 
study intersections on Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of Lindbrook Drive 
and Ashton Avenue operate at LOS D or better in 2012 and 2020.  Therefore, 
it is not expected that a significant amount of traffic would divert from 
Wilshire Boulevard to these local residential streets. 

Response to Comment No. 97-27 

Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development 
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects and 
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Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study intersections were 
identified.  Prior to mitigation, there are six impacted intersections along 
Olympic Boulevard and three impacted intersections along Pico Boulevard, 
between the Santa Monica City Line and downtown Los Angeles.  The Draft 
EIR/EA fully discloses all of the impacted intersections, the proposed 
mitigation measures, and which intersections cannot be mitigated. 

Response to Comment No. 97-28 

The Transit Signal Priority System (TPS) alters the signal timing of an 
intersection on Wilshire Boulevard, if necessary, by extending the Wilshire 
Boulevard green time by 10% of the cycle time to provide Metro Rapid buses 
traveling on Wilshire additional green time to cross an intersection.  The 
additional time is extracted from the time allocated to cross-street.  However, 
the City’s Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) constantly monitors all the 
signalized intersections along Wilshire Boulevard and adjusts and normalizes 
the signal timing of any intersection where there is evidence of congestion.  
Also, when additional time is allocated to a Metro Rapid Bus, the signal 
timing of the intersection will not be altered during the next cycle time 
regardless of whether additional time is requested for an approaching Metro 
Rapid Bus to cross the intersection.  This is intended to prevent cumulative 
delay on north/south traffic and disruption of the operational efficiency of the 
affected intersection. 

A “Transit Priority System Evaluation Study” conducted by LADOT in 2001 to 
assess the impact of TPS on cross street traffic determined that no adverse 
impact on cross streets resulted from TPS operation at any of the study 
intersections.  The report of the study is available at the LADOT office located 
at 100 South Main Street, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California, 90012. 

Response to Comment No. 97-29 

As the commenter correctly observed, there are no “minor” signal controlled 
intersections in the area between Comstock Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  Accordingly, the 10% to 15% increase in the portion of the traffic 
signal cycle that would be available for transit signal priority would not be 
applicable in this area.  ATCS would closely monitor traffic operations at all of 
the signal controlled intersections and would adjust the signal timing, 
wherever there is evidence of traffic delay at any intersection.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not have any adverse impacts on any of the streets 
within this segment of Wilshire Boulevard beyond those identified in the 
Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment No. 97-30 

As indicated in Response to Comment No. 97-28 above, the study conducted 
by LADOT in 2001 to assess the impact of TPS on cross streets did not show 
any adverse traffic impact on any of the study intersections.  Therefore, it is 
anticipated that the reduction in the number of traffic recovery cycles from 
two to one at key intersections along the project corridor would not lead to 
significant delays or operational disruption at the intersections.  Additionally, 
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ATCS would closely monitor traffic operation at the intersections and would 
adjust the signal timing, wherever there is evidence of traffic delay at any 
intersections. 

Response to Comment No. 97-31 

During the 2004-2007 bus lane demonstration project, it was found that 
traffic diverted to Barrington Avenue and Sunset Boulevard to avoid 
congestion on Wilshire Boulevard.  However, the proposed project is very 
different from the demonstration project (see Master Response No. 4) in that 
Wilshire Boulevard would be widened between Barrington Avenue and 
Bonsall Avenue to create one extra lane for buses during the peak periods and 
for all traffic during the non-peak periods.  It is expected that the proposed 
project would improve the flow of all traffic, including buses and cars through 
this bottleneck segment and would not result in diversion to Barrington 
Avenue and Sunset Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 97-32 

Based on the speed improvements and associated ridership increase 
experienced with the Metro Rapid Program to date, transit ridership along the 
Wilshire corridor is anticipated to increase between 15% to 20%. 

Response to Comment No. 97-33 

LACMTA anticipates that ridership would increase significantly within the 
first six months to a year. 

Response to Comment No. 97-34 

As the questions regarding bus and car emissions do not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is 
warranted.  With respect to the question regarding peak commute times, the 
Draft EIR/EA states on page 4.1-15 that “...drivers respond to changes in 
speed and capacity of the roadway network.  If a roadway’s capacity is 
reduced, as is the case along Wilshire Boulevard, traffic will divert to other 
routes that may offer faster travel times...”  Air quality impacts, including 
impacts in the Sepulveda Boulevard to Comstock Avenue area, were evaluated 
in the Draft EIR/EA consistent with SCAQMD prescribed evaluation criteria.  
Impacts were found to be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment No. 97-35 

The current EIR/EA fully discloses all of the impacted intersections (which 
includes the Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard intersection in Westwood), 
their mitigations, and the fact that there are four intersections that cannot be 
mitigated at all, while another five are only partially mitigated and, therefore, 
also remain significantly impacted.  The mitigation measures would be 
implemented to ensure that any adverse impacts the proposed project may 
directly create with its implementation are avoided, remedied, or minimized. 
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Response to Comment No. 97-36 

Bus lanes are a key component of BRT and make transit usage more 
attractive by reducing transit travel times, increasing service reliability, and 
improving safety.  We anticipate that the proposed improvements would 
encourage more people onto public transit, thereby helping to reduce traffic 
congestion and help improve air quality. 

Response to Comment No. 97-37 

The comments have been noted.  Please refer to Master Response No. 4 
regarding the differences between the proposed project and the Bus Lane 
Demonstration Project. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 97 
Nussbaum, Howard and Debbie, Traffic Committee Chairperson 
Westwood Hills Property Owners Association 

Response to Comment No. 97-1 

The proposed project included an eastbound bus lane on Wilshire Boulevard 
resuming at the I-405 northbound ramps.  However, the portion of the bus 
lanes in both directions between the northbound ramps and mid-block 
between Veteran Avenue and Gayley Avenue was removed as a mitigation 
measure for an impact at Veteran Avenue, as well as to allow time for buses 
and mixed-flow traffic to move into the correct lanes east of the freeway 
ramps.  In consideration of comments received during the public review of 
the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered 
Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred 
alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los 
Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  
Under Alternative A, no bus lane is proposed in this area in the eastbound or 
westbound directions, also to allow time for buses and mixed-flow traffic to 
move into the correct lanes east of the freeway ramps.  Thus, of the 
approximately 3,000 feet between Sepulveda Boulevard and Glendon Avenue, 
the proposed project is not proposing bus lanes along approximately 1,700 
feet.  However, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the 
Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce the 
length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to 
Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of 
no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Most buses on Wilshire Boulevard in this area, such as Metro Lines 20, 720, 
and 920 remain on Wilshire Boulevard and would utilize the proposed lanes.  
The comment is correct that other buses, such as the eastbound Big Blue Bus 
Line 2, would need to use other lanes to make left-turns into the UCLA 
campus.  The fact that some buses would not use the entire length of the lane 
does not reduce the benefit of the bus lane for the large majority of the buses 
that would use it. 

One goal of the proposed project is to improve service reliability; that is, the 
ability of buses to maintain their schedules.  The reason that buses are 
observed “leap-frogging” one another is that, once a bus is delayed for any 
reason, such as traffic congestion, those delays get compounded by the 
additional dwell time at downstream bus stops due to the now large number 
of riders waiting for the bus.  Later scheduled buses then catch up with the 
delayed bus and leap-frog it.  By providing a consistent travel time for all 
buses, the proposed project would reduce the occasions on which buses get 
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James O'Sullivan 
907 Masselin Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 
 
July 23, 2010 
 
Re: Wilshire Buss Rapid Transit Project 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I have attended  several of the meetings in the Miracle Mile area, filled out cards and 
spoken to concerns. I don’t see my comments currently reflected so I will once again 
state them.  

The Miracle Mile Residential Association supported the curb lane peak hour BRT rather 
than the center lane dedicated lane.  Most in the area still support the current proposal but 
have concerns about air quality and traffic. The Miracle Mile and surrounding area’s are 
home to many people (seniors and children) who are adversely affected by poor air 
quality. Major North/South roadways traversing our area including Fairfax/LaBrea 
Avenues routinely carry motorist from the 10 Freeway to destinations such as CBS, 
Farmers Market/Grove and Hollywood. These roads will (according to the DEIR) 
experience longer travel times for automobiles and the impact will be increased traffic 
(diversion of traffic into surrounding neighborhoods) and increased air emissions.  

To counter this the DEIR makes the assumption (see below) that impacts to air quality 
and increased traffic would diminish over time with a 10% mode shift of drivers to 
transit. 

That could happen in a City with a fully developed “rapid” public transportation 
system, but that is not Los Angeles. Like it or not we are stuck in our cars unless and 
until we have multiple East/West and North/South systems in place.  

The new census will give us a better idea of the sensitive person population in the 
Miracle Mile. It would be helpful if sensors were placed in the Miracle Mile area to 
determine the true impacts to the sensitive population. I am asking that it be done.  
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The following assumptions were made in the DEIR.  
 
 
IMPACTS 

Traffic and Related Air Emissions: 

Conversion of the curb lanes from mixed flow to bus and right-turn only operation 
would mean that Wilshire Boulevard could carry fewer mixed flow vehicles during peak 
periods, resulting in significant adverse impacts on mixed flow traffic. The traffic impact 
analysis indicates that mixed flow travel time on Wilshire Boulevard in the peak periods 
would increase by an average of 26% (11 minutes). Average vehicle delay would 
increase by 33% (29 seconds/vehicle) at major intersections in the peak periods. (See 
Table A, attached.) Total vehicle delay would increase by 40.1% in the AM peak 
period and by 27.9% in the PM peak period at sixteen major intersections. Level of 
Service would deteriorate at six of these intersections. (See Table C, attached.) This 
would mean increased congestion on Wilshire Boulevard and possible diversion of traffic 
into surrounding neighborhoods. 

These impacts would diminish over time if drivers find new routes or switch to transit. 
With a 10% mode shift of drivers to transit, mixed flow travel time on Wilshire 
Boulevard in the peak periods would increase by an average of 15% (6 minutes). 
Average vehicle delay would increase by 18% (15 seconds/vehicle) at major 
intersections in the peak periods. (See Table B, attached.) Total vehicle delay would 
increase by 21.8% in the AM peak period and by 14.4% in the PM peak period at 
sixteen major intersections. Level of Service would deteriorate at six of these 
intersections. (See Table D, attached.) 

Air emissions (carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide and volatile organic compounds) 
related to mixed flow traffic would increase by 20%-25% at major intersections before 
any mode shift. With a 10% mode shift, these increases would be reduced to 2%-
10% at individual intersections. (See Tables A and B, attached.) Air emission 
modeling was performed with Synchro software. 
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As a result of the increased congestion on Wilshire Boulevard, traffic may divert to 
parallel arterials. These include Third Street, Sixth Street and Olympic Boulevard east 
of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard west of Beverly 
Hills. These streets have certain limitations with respect to available capacity and 
continuity: 

While the report does not mention 8th street between Fairfax and LaBrea it is already 
heavily used and any traffic pushed to the south of Wilshire Boulevard would most 
certainly make use of 8th street. As that street becomes clogged with traffic cars will 
divert further on neighborhood streets.  

 

Sincerely 

 

James O'Sullivan 

213-840-0246 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 98 
O’Sullivan, James 

Response to Comment No. 98-1 

Comment noted; please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 98-2 and 98-3 
below. 

Response to Comment No. 98-2 

With the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, 
bus travel times were reduced by an average of 29% and transit ridership 
increased by almost 40%.  A passenger survey conducted following the 
implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid indicated that one-
third of the ridership increase was from those new to public transit.  
Currently, there are 28 Metro Rapid lines operating throughout the region, 
creating an east/west and north/south network of Rapid service. 
 
In addition, the Draft EIR/EA recognizes that people would adjust their travel 
patterns as a result of the Wilshire BRT Project.  Therefore, the Draft EIR/EA 
includes analysis, as well as mitigation measures, at many intersections other 
than those just on Wilshire Boulevard.  We also expect a further increase in 
transit usage with the implementation of this project.  Bus lanes are a key 
component of BRT and make transit usage more attractive by reducing transit 
travel times, increasing service reliability, and improving safety.  Increased 
transit usage will help relieve traffic congestion and help improve air quality. 

Response to Comment No. 98-3 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: william paptoutsi [vpapoutsis@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 9:58 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: WILSHIRE BRT DEDICATED BUS LANES DEIR COMMENTS JULY 21, 2010

 
 
 
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2010, 7:04 PM 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) DEIR Comments  July 20, 2010  

To:          Martha Butler, Project Manager   LA County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

From:     William Papoutsis 

1545 Ensley Avenue  

Los Angeles, Ca. 90024  

vpapoutsis@sbcglobal.net  

  
As a longtime Westwood resident, with respect to dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard during peak 
traffic hours, I support NO PROJECT between Comstock and Glendon Avenues (the ONLY residential 
corridor in proposed BRT project) for the following reasons: 
  
1.  WESTWOOD RESIDENTS ON WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AND IN ADJACENT 
NEIGHBORHOODS HAVE REPEATEDLY VOICED THEIR OPPOSITION TO BRT PROJECT 
BETWEEN COMSTOCK AND GLENDON:  Local Westwood residents have voiced their disapproval of the 
implementation of dedicated bus lanes between Comstock and Glendon Avenues, therefore NO PROJECT in 
this segment.  
  
2.  LEAVE WELL ENOUGH ALONE - CONDO CANYON ALREADY HAS FASTEST 
TRAVELTIMES ALONG ENTIRE WILSHIRE CORRIDOR:   
Implementing dedicated bus lanes in Comstock/Glendon segment is a costly waste of City/Federal funds with 
no apparent benefits.  Given the already high travel times and lack of delays/congestion during peak traffic 
hours, no justification exists.  Traffic delays for automobiles will increase substantially on Wilshire in the 
Comstock/Glendon segment if two lanes are replaced with dedicated bus lanes.  Two bus lines (720 & 920) will 
travel in mixed-flow lanes, thus adding to their increased congestion.  Traffic will idle and gridlock, thus 
creating problems that currently do not exist.   
  
3.  NO EVIDENCE THAT CONVERTING COMSTOCK/GLENDON SEGMENT TO DEDICATED BUS 
LANES WILL "improve bus passenger travel times, service reliability, and ridership of existing 
BRT system and encourage shift from auto to bus."  
  
4.  DEDICATED BUS LANES WILL DRIVE TRAFFIC INTO ALREADY OVERCROWDED 
RESIDENTIAL STREETS  LIKE BEVERLY GLEN, OHIO, WESTHOLME, AND SELBY, upon all of 
which schools are located.  
  
5.  MUST CONSIDER SAFETY, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES:  
Crossing and/or walking along Wilshire Boulevard in the Comstock/Glendon segment will be even more 
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harrowing.  Narrower sidewalks will make it even more dangerous for pedestrians and their children, pets, 
elderly and handicapped.   
  
Removal of parking spaces on Wilshire (almost 100) and loss of delivery access during peak hours will cause 
severe problems for residents, schools, hotels, churches, synagogues, and other businesses.  
  
Removal of mature trees will significantly impact air and life quality, and will remove natural traffic noise 
barriers.  
  
Increased noise and vibration impacts will occur from buses running closer to residential highrises.  
  
For these reasons, I strongly urge you to drop the BRT Project between Comstock and Glendon Avenues in 
Westwood. 
  
Very truly yours, 
William Papoutsis 
  
 

 

742

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
5

19550
Text Box
6

19550
Text Box
7

19550
Text Box
8

19550
Text Box
9



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-435 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 99 
Papoutsis, William 

Response to Comment No. 99-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 99-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 99-1 above.Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 99-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 99-1 above.Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 99-4 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA analyzed potential residential street impacts.  
Beverly Glen Boulevard, Ohio Avenue, and Westholme Avenue are all 
collector or higher classification roadways; they are not classified as local 
residential streets.  Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation 
of how study intersections on these streets were identified.  Selby Avenue is a 
local residential street.  Because all study intersections on Wilshire Boulevard 
in the area between Comstock and Glendon Avenues are expected to continue 
to operate at Level of Service D, there is little reason to expect that cut-through 
traffic would result along parallel streets as an alternative to Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

Response to Comment No. 99-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment No. 99-6 

The project, as currently proposed, would result in the removal of the jut-outs 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  However, in consideration 

743



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-436 April 2011 

of comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EA, 
LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A (Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, 
LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and recommended adoption 
of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and 
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  This alternative would result 
in the retention of the jut-outs and, as such, would not result in the removal 
of parking spaces or loss of delivery access on Wilshire Boulevard during 
peak hours.  At the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board 
directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce the length 
of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 
within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff 
are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length 
Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  This alternative considered a refinement to Alternative A 
and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lane 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 99-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 

Response to Comment No. 99-8 

Please refer to Master Response No. 18 regarding noise and vibration impacts 
from buses running closer to residential structures. 

Response to Comment No. 99-9 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 99-2 through 99-8 above. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Mitch Paradise [mpthekid@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 3:04 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Dedicated bus lane projectq

The idea of a dedicated bus lane on Wilshire Blvd. at Rush Hour is one of the worst ideas I’ve ever heard of.  Regardless 
of your goals and objectives, this will not: 
 
Encourage a shift from automobile use to public transit.  Why?   

1. Because the buses are unreliable (particularly the Rapids, which bunch up nose-to-tail and do not arrive on 
schedule, while other buses don’t even travel all the way West beyond Westwood Blvd., forcing one to switch 
buses to get West of Westwood.   

            2. Because you have no transfer system that makes the buses more affordable.  
            3. Because you have pretty much maxed out who’s going to use buses, and this gimmick isn’t going to change 
that much.   
 
Improve traffic flow along Wilshire Blvd.   Why? 
 

1. Because you are jamming three lanes of traffic down to two, increasing the flow in those lanes by 50%.  I 
don’t know where you got figures that the curb lane  
is only used by 18% of traffic.  From Beverly Hills West, all three lanes are packed going through West LA 
and Westwood, to the point that people turn off North and take Linbrook through Westwood and pick up 
Wilshire again later on.   

 
As to bus service reliability, there is no reason to believe that will happen.  Your drivers are still your drivers.  They can’t 
stick to a schedule now.   
 
The negative impact on quality of life behind the wheel and increased stress is not worth it.  You want to build an extra 
lane, fine, but reducing driving lanes with this idea is just stupid.  It’s wishful thinking standing in for common sense.  This 
is not NY or San Francisco.  And I take the buses.  The other night, I stood at Westbound Fairfax and Wilshire, and after 
ten minutes let a local go by because a Rapid was due any minute.  I’m heading to Barrington.  Well, 20 minutes later, 
and no Rapid, I took the next local #20, because no Rapid ever came by, all the way to Westwood, where I had to get off 
the bus because that was as far as he went – at 9:50 PM.   
 
Mitch Paradise 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 100 
Paradise, Mitch 

Response to Comment No. 100-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 100-2 

The implementation of bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard would not only help 
reduce passenger travel times but, most importantly, the improved travel 
times would remain relatively constant and more reliable due to the 
separation of the bus lanes from mixed-flow traffic.  This would reduce bus 
bunching and help improve overcrowdings since passenger loads would be 
more evenly distributed.  Bus lanes make transit usage more attractive by 
reducing transit travel times, increasing service reliability, and improving 
safety. 

Response to Comment No. 100-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 2 concerning how lane utilization was 
determined. 

Response to Comment No. 100-4 

One goal of the proposed project is to improve service reliability (i.e., the 
ability of buses to maintain their schedules and/or have more consistent 
travel times).  The reason that buses are observed “leap-frogging” one another 
is that, once a bus is delayed for any reason such as traffic congestion, those 
delays get compounded by the additional dwell time at downstream bus stops 
due to the now large number of riders waiting for the bus.  Later scheduled 
buses then catch up with the delayed bus and leap-frog it.  By providing a 
consistent travel time for all buses, the proposed project would reduce the 
occasions on which buses get delayed and overtaken by other buses.  It is true 
that Metro Rapid buses will be allowed to pass local buses, but a review of bus 
schedules found that most Metro Rapid buses pass only a few local buses in 
the area in which the bus lanes would be implemented.  Once a Metro Rapid 
bus passes a local bus, it does not get “leap-frogged” by another bus. 

Response to Comment No. 100-5 

Comment noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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Subject: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 
Date: Monday, July 12, 2010 10:32 PM 
From: Jesse Paster <jpaster@gmail.com> 
To: WilshireBRT WilshireBRT@metro.net 
 
People, 
 
I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project.   This city has done more than enough for the 
personal automobile that it has become a menace to society.  Providing Bus-Only Lanes on Wilshire will improve the speed of buses 
and make them more desirable to a broader audience of citizens.  It is too convenient to take a car down Wilshire blvd and not 
consider the benefits and convenience of fast bus.  This bus lane will improve the efficiency of busses.  Further it will free traffic from 
the lane for alternative users such as bicycles 
 
Lastly, I support the findings of the draft EIR. 
 
 
 
Jesse Paster 
 
P.O. Box 25395, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-440 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 101 
Paster, Jesse 

Response to Comment No. 101-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Richard Pfefferman [rpfefferman@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 1:01 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: jreichmann Reichmann
Subject: NO Project for Wilshire BRT from Comstock to Glendon Avenues

Dear Ms. Butler: 

  
My partner and I live at 10311 Eastborne Avenue.  I have lived here 
for eight years and frequently travel on Wilshire Blvd - by car, by 
bike, by bus, and by foot.  I am writing to express our strong 
objections to including dedicated bus lanes from Comstock to 
Glendon Avenues on the BRT line running from downtown Los 
Angeles to Santa Monica. 
 
We are environmentalists who strongly support bus ridership, but 
we have serious concerns about the proposal for dedicated bus 
lanes in THIS PARTICULAR STRETCH of Wilshire Blvd.: 

  
1 - A  2001 traffic study reported that there is no slowing of cars or 
buses between Comstock and Glendon Avenues;   

     in fact, the report stated that this is fastest moving roadway 
segment on the Wilshire BRT. 
 
2 - Dedicated bus lanes would eliminate an estimated 100 street 

parking places.  This would inhibit vendor parking to service the 
high rise buildings, churches, synagogues and the Belmont 
Assisted Living facility along this stretch of roadway.  There are 
no alley accesses, so vendor vehicles and cars would have to 
enter the contiguous neighborhoods for this purpose. 

3 - Buses currently travel at high speeds over this stretch of 
roadway.  A dedicated bus lane would facilitate greater speeds, 
endangering cyclists and pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go 
to Holmby Park, as well as synagogue- and church-goers. 
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4 - Narrowing car lanes to provide for dedicated bus lines will 
inevitably create backups from Beverly Hills to Glendon resulting 
in more pollution from cars sitting in traffic. 

·                 

In light of the deep cuts being made in City and County budgets, we 
need to target the money we spend to where the benefits are clear. 
 Forcing street construction in this roadway seems particularly 
unwise.  It is a costly waste of City funds with no perceived 
benefits. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Richard Pfefferman (and Terrence LeBleu) 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-443 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 102 
Pfefferman, Richard 

Response to Comment No. 102-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 102-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 102-3 

The project, as currently proposed, would result in the removal of the jut-outs 
between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue.  However, in consideration 
of comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EA, 
LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A (Truncated 
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, 
LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and recommended adoption 
of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and 
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  This alternative would result 
in the retention of the jut-outs and, as such, would not result in the loss of 
vendor parking to service the high rise buildings, churches, synagogues and 
the Belmont Assisted Living facility along this segment of Wilshire 
Boulevard.  At the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board 
directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce the length 
of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue 
within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff 
are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length 
Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  This alternative considered a refinement to Alternative A 
and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lane 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-444 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 102-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety and 
Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds on churches 
and schools.. 

Response to Comment No. 102-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly 
Hills. 

Response to Comment No. 102-6 

Comment noted.  As this comment does not state a concern or a question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2010 9:00 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Bruce 
Last Name:  Phillips 
Email:      baphucusc@gmail.com 
Phone:      213 765‐2151 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I like the idea very much.  MOre buses are also needed on Wilshire ‐‐I have rarely 
encountered a 720 bus that was not full. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-446 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 103 
Phillips, Bruce 

Response to Comment No. 103-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Comments and Questions re. Wilshire Rapid Transit Project. 
 
The 2010 EIR appears to be missing the most important data needed by decision makers and the public to decide whether 
the benefits of the proposed project outweigh its impacts. Namely: 
 

1. What actual total-corridor Average-Travel-Speed is projected for each project alternative?   
 
2. Will the Average-Travel-Speed increases be sufficient to attract new riders and if so, what ridership-increases are 
projected for each project alternative? 

 
3. What total-corridor Commuter-Carrying-Capacity is projected for each project alternative? 

 
Furthermore: 
 

4. The project’s impacts on corridor traffic may be understated. Consequently mitigations to reduce impacts may be 
under-planned. The benefits of some planned mitigations may not be realized. 
 

But the most important issue is that, 
 

5. The most promising travel-speed and ridership increasing alternative is not included. 
 (i.e., Incorporating a real “Bus Way” into Wilshire Boulevard.) 

 
Background information and specific questions on each of the above can be found below. I hope answers to the questions 
will be included in the Final EIR. 
 
Thank you, 
Bill Pope 
Member, CD11 Transportation Committee 
 
 
1. What actual total-corridor Average-Travel-Speed is projected for each project alternative?   
 
The EIR’s Executive Summary states that, 
 

In March 2004, the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) 
implemented peak period bus lanes along a one-mile segment of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Centinela Avenue and Federal Avenue in West Los 
Angeles, as part of a Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 
 

…the demonstration project resulted in a 14 percent bus speed improvement 
 
The EIR states that when the currently proposed project is implemented, 
 

”passenger travel times are expected to improve by an average of 24 percent.” 
 

Today average travel speed on Wilshire during the PM commuter period between Centinela and Westwood is between 3 
and 6 miles per hour. By my calculations, a 24% increase would improve travel speed by only 0.7 to 1.4 miles per hour to 4 
to 7.4 MPH. 
 
QUESTIONS: 
 

What is the current average travel speed for bus commuters alone the total 9.7 route, or for each segment if segments 
vary widely?  
 
What are the current travel speeds for private-vehicle commuters along these same segments? 
 
If the proposed project were implemented, what actual average travel speed does MTA-LADOT project along each 
segment for: 

- Wilshire Boulevard bus commuters? 
- Wilshire Boulevard private-vehicle commuters? 

 
Does Metro believe that these travel speed increases are insufficient to justify reducing the carrying capacity of Wilshire 
Boulevard by 700 private vehicles and 840 commuters per hour 
 

[700 vehicles per lane per hour of share green time x 2 Lanes / 2 PCE for Right-turn Lanes = 700 Vehicles displaced per hour.] 
[700 vehicles x 1.2 commuters per vehicle = 840 commuters displaced per hour.] 
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2. Will the Average-Travel-Speed increases be sufficient to attract new riders and if so, what 
ridership-increases are projected for each project alternative? 
 
The EIR 2010 claims that, 
 

“Based on travel time improvement, … ridership is anticipated to grow significantly as a result of the proposed project.” 
 
According to MTA bus-drivers I interviewed, the 14% speed increase experienced during the demonstration project was 
insufficient to attract new riders, and would still be insufficient to attract new riders. 
 
QUESTION: 
 

Does Metro believe that travel speed improvements of 0.7 to 1.4 MPH will not attract new riders?  
 

By what actual percentage and actual number is ridership projected to grow? 
 
 
3. What total-corridor Commuter-Carrying-Capacity is projected for each project alternative?  
 
If all the other possible east-west alternative arterial streets (3rd Street, Santa Monica, Olympic and Pico Boulevards) are 
now already saturated, or are projected to be saturated by already-approved-but-not-yet-built-and-occupied land 
development projects (which they are), the 700 private vehicles displaced from the curb-side lanes per hour will have no 
other options and will simply be prevented from traveling during the current commute periods.  
 
Therefore, unless enough bus trips are added to accommodate the displaced commuters and average travel speeds are 
increased enough to attract them, the corridor’s capacity will be reduced by approximately 5,000 commuters. 

   

  [700 private vehicles x 1.2 commuters per vehicle x 3 hours per commute period x 2 periods = 5,040] 
 
QUESTIONS: 
 

Will additional bus trips be added to accommodate the private-vehicle commuters displaced from Wilshire? 
 
Were the additional bus trips figured into the traffic impact studies? 
 
Will average travel times for Wilshire buses, currently 3 MPH on the Westside in the primary flow direction, be 
increased enough to attract the private-vehicle commuters displaced? 
 

What is MTA’s estimate of the total hourly carrying capacity of the corridor consisting of Wilshire Boulevard,  3rd Street, 
Santa Monica Boulevard, Olympic Boulevard and Pico Boulevard: 
 
- Today, without the proposed project? 
 
- With each of the proposed alternative projects? 

 
 
4. The project’s impacts on corridor traffic may be understated. Consequently mitigations to reduce impacts 
may be under-planned. The benefits of some planned mitigations may not be realized. 
 
A Traffic Study was done to determine the project’s impact on non-bus commuter traffic on the streets in the corridor. The traffic 
study expressed current, 2010 and 2020 traffic conditions in terms of the Delay motorists do or will experience at intersections and 
assigned corresponding Level of Service (LOS) grades of “A” to “F”. Increases in intersection delays caused by the project reflect 
adverse impacts. Mitigations are planned for the impacts considered by LADOT as “Significant Impacts”.  
 
There are several problems with the traffic study and its conclusions. 
 

1. Based on references in the EIR and on personal on-site observations, I am lead me to believe that the “Delays” and LOS 
grades use in the EIR to convey current and future traffic conditions were incorrectly determined. They are, in fact, much less 
than those actually being experienced by motorists. 
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The intersection Delays in the EIR appear to have been calculated from intersection Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratios 
rather than determined by measuring the delays that are actually occurring and being experienced by vehicular traffic. 
This is totally invalid. 
 
Volume to Capacity measurements (V/C Ratios) and Levels of Service are two entirely separate measures. One should not 
be derived from the other. Motorists today frequently experience delays greater than 80 seconds (Level of Service “F”) at 
intersections carrying only 50% of their maximum theoretical volume capacity due to either overloading at the 
intersection in question or at downstream intersections. LADOT incorrectly gives such intersections an LOS grade of “A” 
because that is the grade assigned to the type of delay that is typically found at non-congested intersections running at 
only 50% of their maximum theoretical volume capacity. This is not the delay typically found at congested intersections. 
The only valid way to determine delay is to observe and measure it. This does not appear to have been done. If not, the 
then the entire traffic study is invalid. 
 
As proof is the flaws in the traffic study, the PM Peak Hour Delay and LOS grade for the Barrington/Wilshire intersection 
is shown in the traffic study as follows: 

 
Delay LOS Grade for Year Source 

29.9 seconds C 2008 Appendix B Table 4.1 
32.9 seconds C 2012 Appendix B Table 6.1 

 
On  July 20, 2010, I monitored this intersection and found that the average delay experienced by eastbound Wilshire 
traffic was typically over 4 minutes, not 29.9 or 32.9 seconds due to congestion at it and downstream intersections. I don’t 
know what the average delay was for all directions of flow but to say or imply that is only 30 seconds and that the 
intersection provides a level of service of “C” is misleading to decision makers. It was certainly not the Level of Service 
experienced by the majority of commuters, both bus and private vehicle, who were trying to get through that intersection. 

 
 
2. Since LADOT uses a sliding scale to determine when an impact is to be considered “Significant” and therefore mitigated, 
an erroneously low statement of Delay will allow a larger number of impacts to go unmitigated. 
 
3. Impacts considered by LADOT (and other L.A. County cities) as “insignificant” still leave large impacts. 
 
4. Planned mitigations which do not actually increase capacity to greater than demand will be ineffective. 
 

The EIR implies that LADOT either did or contributed to the calculation of the number of intersections “significantly” 
impacted by the project and the number significant impacts which be could be reduced to “less than significant”. LADOT 
uses Volume to Capacity Ratios to make such predictions. Even though it is invalid to do so, LADOT continues to 
calculate improvements on a mathematically basis even when the traffic flow volumes calculated as being possible from 
the proposed improvements exceed the intersection’s maximum possible flow volumes. Therefore, the benefits of such 
mitigations appear only on paper and will likely not be experienced in the real-world. 

 
QUESTION: 
 

Do the predicted “after mitigation” Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratios for any of the intersections where impacts are claimed to 
be reduced to “less than significant” exceed 1.0?  
 
If so, then these improvements will not be realized in the real world. 

 
 
5. The most promising travel speed and ridership-increasing alternative is not included. 
 (aka, Incorporating Bus Way into Wilshire Boulevard)  
  
The EIR indicates that three options or strategies have been considered for improving bus travel. These were, 
 

1. Peak period end-to-end bus lanes, which consists of the conversion of 
Wilshire Boulevard curb lanes from mixed flow to bus and right-turn 
only, and implementation of a number of engineering enhancements, 
 

2. All day mini bus lanes, which consist of implementation of “mini” bus 
lanes in selected segments,  
 

3. Implementation of engineering enhancements (e.g., traffic signal 
modifications/Transit Priority System) only. 
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I did not see Option 3 included in the EIR, but my guess is that bus control of traffic signals (i.e., Transit Priority System) would 
provide little increase in average travel speed on streets where traffic is creeping, bumper-to-bumper at 3 to 6 MPH as it is today 
on much of Wilshire Boulevard and the alternate streets. 
 
The travel speed improvement capability of the other two options; 1) Peak period end-to-end bus lanes and 2) All day mini bus 
lanes, is also questionable because both of these options are based on dedicating curb-side lanes to buses. 
 
Without pedestrian bridges, travel in curb-side lanes will always be slowed by right-turning traffic which will actually be stopped 
during most to the green phase waiting for pedestrians to cross the orthogonal street. This is probably why the demonstration 
project run earlier only experienced a 14% improvement in average travel speed. At current 3 to 6 MPH travel speeds, even the 
24% increase projected (which calculates to a 0.7 to 1.4 MPH increase) will be insufficient to attract new riders and insufficient to 
accommodate the private-vehicle commuters displaced, making the project a waste of taxpayer money. 
 
A much more promising option might be to dedicate the Number 2 lane to bus-only travel, leaving the curb-side lane for bus 
loading and unloading, bus acceleration and merging, bicycle traffic and for right-turning private-vehicles.  
 
 BLOCK 2
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Granted this may leave only one lane for private-vehicle through travel on some sections of Wilshire, but it could: 
 
• Improve travel speeds a 1000% from 3 MPH to 30 MPH vs. from 3 to 3.7 or from 6 to 7.4 MPH to be realized from the 24% 

increase projected in curb-side lanes. Buses would not be delayed by pedestrian-delayed right-turning traffic or other buses 
stopped for loading. 

 
• Allow for the truly effective operation three levels of service; 1) Local buses which stop ever other block, 2) Limited buses 

which stop only once every mile at major arterials, and 3) inter-City Express buses which stop only at cities and jor business 
districts (e.g., Santa Monica, Westwood, Century City, Beverly Hills, Mid Wilshire, Downtown L.A.) Limited and Express 
buses would not be delayed by Local buses stopped for loading/unloading, and Express buses would not be delayed by 
Limited buses. 

 
• Create a permanent demand for new buses, making it cost-effective to increase the fleet to accommodate not only the private-

vehicle commuters displaced from Wilshire Boulevard, but additional private-vehicle-commuters from the other corridor 
streets, increasing overall corridor capacity. 

 
• Increase the carrying capacity of the two lanes involved (curb-side and Number 2 lane) up to five (5) fold. 

 
 
The above benefits can be achieved in phases. 
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Phase 1. Install Signage and Pavement Markings. 
 
Phase 1 could be just installing the signage and lane markings so that Number 2 is used for bus travel and private vehicles 
crossing it to access the right turn lane.  
 
After seeing (or hearing about) buses whizzing by stalled private vehicle traffic, new riders will quickly flock to and fill up the  
buses currently on Wilshire, which except during the one peak hour, appear from my spot observations to running at only 40% -  
60 % of capacity during the other hours.  
 
Phase 1 achieves several benefits:  
 
 Metro gains full possible revenue from its existing fleet on Wilshire. 

 
 Multiple levels of service (Local, Limited and Express) are now possible and effective 

 
 The travel speed of Express-bus commuters will be increased from 3 MPH to 30 MPH. (A 30 MPH average speed is 

achievable because traffic signals set at quarter-mile intervals, as I think most are on Wilshire, can be timed for a 30 MPH 
flow in both directions.) The average travel speed of Limited-bus commuters should be close to 30 MPH. 

 
 
Phase 2. Accommodate Private-Vehicle Commuters Displaced from Wilshire. 
 
While some of the new Phase 1 riders will be from the private-vehicles displaced from Wilshire when the Number 2 and a portion 
of the curbside lane is dedicated to buses, the calculations for this Phase will assume that none were all the displaced commuters 
will be accommodated in this Phase. 
 
A properly flowing lane on streets which shares “green” time with cross streets can carry [discharge past a point] a maximum of 
about 700 cars and/or small trucks per hour if all have to stop at three-phased traffic signals. This equates to about 840 passengers 
per hour at 1.2 passengers per private vehicle. 
 
However, flow on Wilshire is unstable which reduces its carrying capacity. At today’s average travel speed of 3 MPH, capacity is 
reduced to about 530 vehicles or about 630 passengers per hour for lanes other than curbside.  
 
In heavy pedestrian areas, such as on Wilshire, curbside lanes carry only about one-half as much through traffic due to the delays 
of right-turning vehicles. Therefore the curbside lane is probably carrying only about 320 passengers per hour, for a total of about 
950 passengers per hour per direction in the two lanes in question. 
 
These 950 passengers can be accommodated (seated) by adding 15, 64-passenger bus trips per direction, or 30 bus trips total if 
demand is equal in both directions, or if an equal number of bus trips is needed each direction for route balance.  
 
Phase 2 achieves several benefits:  
 

 All commuters displaced by dedicating lanes to buses are now accommodated. 
  

 The alternate streets in the corridor are no longer impacted, as they will be under Metro’s current set of options. 
 
 
Phase 3. Expand Wilshire’ s Carrying Capacity by 200%. 
 
Based on the Turning Movements listed in the Traffic Study and the fact that private vehicles planning to turn right have almost 
two full blocks to make the transition from their travel lane(s), through the Bus Lane, to the curbside lane, I believe that buses 
could be run at 20-second headways in the Bus Lane. This would be a mix of Local, Limited and Express buses. Therefore a 
maximum of 180 bus trips could be scheduled per hour per direction [3600 seconds per hour / 20 seconds per bus] if signals are timed 
for continual flow, or about 90 bus trips per hour if all buses stop at all traffic signals and get only 50% of green time each hour. 
(The real number may be slightly less due to deceleration, and acceleration time.) 
 
90 64-passenger bus trips (using the lower number) can carry 5,760 passengers [past a point] per hour per direction. This is five 
(5) times more than the 950 being carried in those two lanes today by private vehicles. If those two lanes carry 50% of the 
commuters currently on Wilshire, then adding 60 more bus trips to the approximately 30 running now and in Phase 2 would 
increase Wilshire’s overall carrying capacity by 200%. [50% + 50% x 5 = 300%, 300% x 60 / 90 = 200%] 
 
Will 90 bus trips fit in one lane on Wilshire each hour? The answer is “Yes,.. easily”. While the number of cars and small trucks a 
lane can carry is about 700 per hour on shared-time streets, one lane can carry a maximum of about 175 bus trips per hour [700 / 4 
(the Passenger Car Equivalent for a bus)]. A lane with 90 bus trips would have a Volume to Capacity ratio of 0.51 [Volume = 90 bus trips, 

759

19550
Line

19550
Text Box
9



Capacity = 175 bus trips maximum]. Using LADOT’s scheme of assessing a street performance, this equates to a Level of Service grade 
of “A”. (Wilshire is currently running at LOS “F”.) 
 
Let me summarize the above as follows:  
 
If 20 second headway would be sufficient to allow private vehicles to move from the private-vehicle through lane(s) through the 
bus lane to reach the curb-side right-turn lane, then 

 

 A maximum of 180 bus trips per hour of “green” per direction could be scheduled if signals are timed for continuous flow, or 
a maximum of 90 bus trips per hour buses get on 50% green time per hour.  

 

 90 64-passenger bus trips per hour can carry 5,760 seated passengers per hour per direction. 
 

 That same lane is currently carrying only about 630 passenger per hour in private vehicles. 
 

 Curb-side lanes carry about half that due to delays of right-turning traffic, or about 320 commuters per hour. 
 

So the two lanes that today carry only 950 [630 + 320] commuters per hour per direction in private-vehicles due to congestion, could 
carry 5,760 commuters per hour if the Number 2 lane is dedicate to buses and the curb-side lane used for bus load/unloading, 
bicycles and right-turning vehicles of all types. That’s a five (5) fold or 500% increase in the passenger carrying capacity of those 
two lanes over private vehicles, and a two (2) fold or 200% increase in the overall carrying capacity of the private vehicles and 
buses currently on Wilshire Boulevard.  Furthermore the average travel speed could be close to 30 MPH, 10 times what it is today 
(or what it will be after all the already-approved-but-not-yet-built land development projects are completed and occupied). Imaging 
going between Santa Monica and Downtown L.A. during “Rush Hour(s)” in only 15 minutes, rather than the hour or so it takes 
today. The increased travel speed of the Number 2, verses the curbside lanes means that fewer buses will have to be purchased in 
order to add the additional 60 trips. Express buses should be able to make two round trips each hour.  
 

 
So how do you pay for the additional buses? In 2007, I proposed a set of changes to LADOT's traffic study and mitigation 
practices which called for all development projects, regardless of size, to pay a fee to cover the cost of expanding mass 
transit to accommodate any of their added trips which the developer could not cause to be accommodated at LOS D or E, 
depending on the street, via developer-provided roadway/intersection enhancement. No "Insignificant Impact" escapes! No 
type or size of development exclusions! (Today, developers can build up to 105 general-market condos or 525 “Senior 
Living” condos and not pay a dine toward mitigating the traffic impacts of their projects.) 
 
I proposed that the transit expansion fee be sufficient to cover the capital and first-year “start-up” operational cost of that 
portion of a bus seat required to accommodate each new commuter added by each development project. The fee would 
have been about $7,500 per new commuter added. Since L.A. condos typically require two incomes to purchase, the fee for 
each new condo, whose trips could not be accommodate on City streets at satisfactory Levels of Service, would have been 
close to $15,000 per condo.  
 
Had this policy been in effect County-wide in 2006, it would have generated $190 million for transit expansion. Last year I 
discovered that the San Francisco County Transportation Authority is implementing a program very similar to my 2007 
proposal.  
 
Metro could easily cover the cost of the 90 new bus trips mentioned above, plus speed the completion of the Expo light rail 
line and other rail lines by implementing a transit expansion fee program similar to the above as its Congestion 
Management program. Details of my proposal and/or the San Francisco County Transportation Authority program are 
available on request.  
 
All of the above is from a layman’s perspective. I am not a professional traffic or transit engineer. The actual results to be achieve 
will probably vary from the rough calculations above. However, I believe the above is close to reality and hope it is enough to spark 
you interest in doing a thorough study of this option. 
 
QUESTIONS: 
 

Was the option of dedicating the Number 2 lane, rather than the curb-side lane, considered? 
 

If so and ruled out, why? 
 

If not, will Metro expand the project study to consider this option?      If not, why? 
 

Sincerely, 
Bill Pope 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 104 
Pope, Bill, Member 
Council District 11 Transportation Committee 

Response to Comment No. 104-1 

Based on the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 
2000, bus travel times were reduced by an average of 29% and transit 
ridership increased by almost 40%.  A passenger survey conducted following 
the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid indicated that one-
third of the ridership increase was from those new to public transit.  In 
consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los 
Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  At 
the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to 
study an additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes 
by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the 
Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now 
considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  This alternative considered a refinement to Alternative A 
and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lane 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Currently, it can take buses approximately 48 
to 52 minutes on Metro Rapid Line 720 to travel along Wilshire Boulevard 
between Park View Street and Centinela Avenue in the a.m. peak.  It can take 
approximately 48 to 65 minutes during the p.m. peak.  Not only would the 
bus lanes help improve bus travel times but, more importantly, service 
reliability would be improved as well since travel times would remain 
relatively constant over time due to the bus lanes' separation from mixed-flow 
traffic.  The bus lanes would also benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  Based 
on the speed improvements experienced with the Metro Rapid Program to 
date, one-way bus passenger travel times are expected to improve by up to 15 
minutes. 

Response to Comment No. 104-2 

The analysis of project impacts is consistent with LACMTA and City of Los 
Angeles guidelines and the CEQA guidelines.  Mitigation measures were 
reviewed and approved by the LADOT and are consistent with CEQA 
guidelines in reducing the proposed project’s impact to a level considered less 
than significant. 
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Response to Comment No. 104-3 

In the fall of 2009, there was a 30-day public scoping period for the Wilshire 
BRT Project that included four public scoping meetings.  It was during this 
time that the public was asked to present ideas and concerns that should be 
taken into consideration as the plan is initiated, including other alternatives.  
It was during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated should have 
been raised. 

Response to Comment No. 104-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 104-5 

Standard lane capacity is 500 vehicles per hour.  Therefore, assuming that the 
formula set out by the commenter is correct, the number of vehicles that 
would be displaced by the proposed project is 500 per hour, and the 
maximum number of commuters that would be displaced is 600 per hour.  
However, the assumptions that underlie the projected displacements does 
take into consideration the expected 15% to 20% increase in bus ridership 
and the decrease in vehicles that would result from the proposed project.  As 
such, it is anticipated that the net effect on the number of commuters and 
commuter vehicles that would be displaced by the proposed project would be 
insignificant.  In addition, curb lanes typically carry approximately 50% fewer 
vehicles than other lanes because of side friction. 

Response to Comment No. 104-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 104-7 

As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment No. 104-8 

The analysis of project impacts is consistent with LACMTA and City of Los 
Angeles guidelines and the CEQA guidelines.  Mitigation measures were 
reviewed and approved by the LADOT, and are consistent with CEQA 
guidelines in reducing the proposed project’s impact to a level considered less 
than significant.  Standard traffic engineering methodologies contained in 
the Highway Capacity Manual were used for calculating vehicle delay. 

Response to Comment No. 104-9 

The planning effort for a project includes a process known as public scoping.  
It is during this time that the public is asked to present ideas and concerns 
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that should be taken into consideration as the plan is initiated, including 
other alternatives.  In fall 2009, a 30-day public comment period was held 
including, four public scoping meetings for the Wilshire BRT Project.  It was 
during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated should have been 
raised.  An alternative that leaves only one through lane for mixed-flow traffic 
would be expected to have more significant traffic impacts than the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment No. 104-10 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 104-7. 

Response to Comment No. 104-11 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 104-3. 
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August 26, 2010 
 
 
Martha Butler 
Wilshire BRT Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza 99-23-1 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Dear MTA, 
 
On behalf of the Labor/Community Strategy Center and the Bus Riders Union, we are writing to 
input our concerns and recommendations for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment for the Wilshire BRT Project. We would like to first commend 
the progress of this project thus far, in particular the work of the MTA and L.A. City staff to 
review in detail with the public and various stakeholders of the results of this draft report. 
 
The LCSC and BRU are in support of the full 9.6 mile Wilshire BRT Project as proposed, from 
Valencia to Centinela. We also support some of the measures in Alternative A proposed in the 
June 2010 Draft EIR/EA--specifically on the proposal  to retain the sidewalk jut outs in 
Westwood Comstock Hill area and investing the savings from not doing the removal to repair 
other segments of Wilshire Blvd.   
 
We would like to propose that MTA and LADOTconsider amending Alternative A or proposing 
Alternative A-2 that includes the Valencia to Parkview segment back into the Wilshire BRT 
project. The inclusion of the Valencia to Parkview segment is critical to the Wilshire BRT Project 
because of the following: 
 

1. It includes Alvarado Blvd. which is a major thoroughfare where multiple transit lines 
connect and intersect, including the line 200(runs through Alvarado connecting 
Downtown to Sunset Blvd), Red/Purple Line stop, 603, commuter express, and more. 
Alvarado also has the highest volume of passenger boardings on the 720 than anywhere 
else in the corridor. It deserves high level of prioritization on the street to continue to 
encourage folks who are not driving and contributing to the congestion at 
Wilshire/Alvarado intersection to use transit. Bus-only lanes in the portion of the corridor 
are necessary to make the entire project effective. 

 
2. The Westlake/MacArthur Park residents and business community have been most vocal 

and supportive of this project for the last 5 years. Residents in this area are highly transit 
dependant. More than anything this community has breathed in the bad air quality 
resulting from years of traffic passing through their neighborhood.  The community 
needs real transit investment and policies that enhance their neighborhood’s livability not 
only use it as a pass through zone for commuters going from downtown towards western 
parts of Los Angeles.  Dedicating 50% of the road capacity to buses is worthy if most of 
the residents are using transit and want more alternatives to auto.  
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3. The Pico-Union/Westlake MacArthur Park neighborhoods have suffered under-
investment for decades. The expansion of the bus-only lane project will represent an 
economic development stimulus to the entire neighborhood. A high concentration of 
small businesses are located near or around Alvarado-Valencia, and having access to 
bus-only lanes will enhance property values and commerce within the section of the 
corridor.  

 
Over the course of 5 years of organizing, we’ve outreached to hundreds of community residents 
and to over 100 businesses in the Westlake/MacArthur Park/Pico Union Area.  They have been 
vital stakeholders to this project and would like to continue to be relevant in the planning and 
implementation of this project as you will see in the public comment cards we’ve helped collect. 
We support the project and but ask the MTA staff to seriously consider serving the Alvarado-
Valencia area with bus-only lanes, and to consider the multiple benefits that providing this 
service will generate for bus riders, local businesses, and residents of this community. 
 
We look forward to the Final EIR/EA for the Wilshire BRT and hopefully the opening of this 
project by 2012.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

                
 
Francisca Porchas   Sunyoung Yang  
Lead Organizer   Lead Organizer 
Bus Riders Union   Clean Air Clean Lungs Clean Buses Campaign 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 105 
Porchas, Francisca, Lead Organizer 
Bus Riders Union 

Response to Comment No. 105-1 

This commenters' support the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. 105-2 

This segment of Wilshire Boulevard has two lanes in each direction and no 
median.  The installation of bus lanes in each direction on Wilshire 
Boulevard in this area would require converting one mix-flow lane, in each 
direction, into a bus lane, thereby leaving only one mix-flow lane in each 
direction.  Studies show that removing one mix-flow lane in each direction 
would have severe adverse traffic impact that would extend easterly to 
Broadway and westerly to Vermont Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 105-3 

The commenters' support has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 10:30 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Derek 
Last Name:  Powell 
Email:      derekpowell@att.net 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I believe the BRT study funds would be better allocated in extending the Red Line/Purple Line 
further east. I remember the pilot program on the Westside and it created more traffic by 
removing a vital lane at rush hour. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 106 
Powell, Derek 

Response to Comment No. 106-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: jreichmann [jreichmann@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 5:33 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Cc: 'Mark Davis'; 'Councilman Paul Koretz'
Subject: Comments re BRT

Importance: High

 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) DEIR Comments  July 21, 2010 

To:           Martha Butler, Project Manager   LA County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

From:    Jan Reichmann, President    Comstock Hills HOA 
1429 Comstock Avenue 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90024 
jreichmann@comstockhills.com 
 

I support NO PROJECT between Comstock Avenue and Glendon Avenue for the following reasons: 
 

• The 2001 FEIR shows the area between Beverly Hills and Westwood Blvd. has the fastest travel times of any 
segment along the (Wilshire) corridor.  Making proposed changes to create a bus   lane during peak hours will 
create a problem that does not currently exist.   

 
• The FEIR states “peak period transit lane would only be implemented if supported by the local jurisdiction.”  

Clearly those living along the Wilshire Corridor and adjacent neighborhoods have spoken against this proposed 
change. 

 
• That same FEIR under the heading “Westwood “states: “This segment of Wilshire Blvd (bet. Comstock and 

Selby Ave.)is the only segment of Wilshire Blvd. in which transit buses do not experience delay due to traffic 
congestion and therefore no significant benefit was felt to exist from the dedicated transit lanes.”  This is 
important and cannot be disregarded. 

 
• Currently, buses travel at accelerated speeds making it dangerous for pedestrians to cross Wilshire at Comstock 

to walk to the park.  Also, many pedestrians cross Wilshire at Beverly Glen Blvd. to attend synagogues.  It would 
also pose an extreme danger to cyclists if they ventured into the fast moving bus lane.  Promising cyclists a new 
lane shared by buses is an insincere move to gain their support. 

 
• Several churches and synagogues located on Wilshire operate nursery schools.  Fast moving buses cause a 

danger in areas where people drop off children.  A new nursery will soon be open at the Sephardic Temple.  
With buses often traveling 40‐50 mph, accidents are a real risk. 

 
• With nearly 100 parking spaces eliminated from 7 a.m. – 9 a.m. and 4 p.m. ‐7 p.m., vehicles servicing the high 

rise condos  will have nowhere to stop.   
 

• This segment of Wilshire Blvd. is the ONLY residential corridor of the proposed BRT.  Omitting it from the BRT 
will in no way hurt the rest of the project. 

 

For all the above reasons, I urge you to eliminate the BRT project from Comstock to Glendon. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 107 
Reichmann, Jan 

Response to Comment No. 107-1 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 107-2 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 107-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project 
and Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between Comstock 
Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 107-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Master Response No. 15 
regarding the impacts of bus speeds on churches and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 107-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue, Master Response No. 14 regarding 
pedestrian safety, and Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus 
speeds on churches and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 107-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street 
parking, and Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 107-7 

In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA and staff 
are recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
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resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.Please refer to Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 107-8 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  Please see 
Response to Comment No. 107-7 above. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 108 
Rene, Robert 

Response to Comment No. 108-1 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. 108-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how study 
intersections on these streets were identified. 

Response to Comment No. 108-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how study 
intersections on these streets were identified. 

Response to Comment No. 108-4 

Currently, it can take buses approximately 48 to 52 minutes on Metro Rapid 
Line 720 to travel within the project limits in the a.m. peak.  It can take 
approximately 48 to 65 minutes during the p.m. peak.  Not only would the 
bus lanes help improve bus travel times but, more importantly, service 
reliability would be improved as well since travel times would remain 
relatively constant over time due to the bus lanes' separation from mixed-flow 
traffic.  The bus lanes would also benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% 
slower (on average) than the Metro Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  A one-
way time savings of up to 15 minutes is expected in end-to-end bus travel 
time.  All of the cumulative savings along each segment of Wilshire 
Boulevard would result in significantly improved passenger travel times and 
service reliability. 

LADOT conducted a study in 2007 of end-to-end bus lanes and their “opening 
day” impacts and benefits.  The results were reported in LADOT’s April 2007 
report to the Los Angeles City Council Transportation Committee.  A more 
recent travel time study using actual field data was conducted by LADOT in 
January 2011.  The “opening day” conditions included  a 33 26.16% (an 
average of 11 minutes end-to-end) increase in car travel time and a 24% 
decrease in bus travel time, averaged over the entire route (before any mode 
shift to transit or diversion to other streets.)  However, in the first weeks after 
project implementation, drivers will continue to adjust their travel routes, 
times, and modes in response to observed traffic conditions, just as they do 
during any event that changes roadway capacity.  Drivers will continue to shift 
their behavior gradually until a new equilibrium is reached across alternative 
travel routes and modes, likely after a period of a few months.  Therefore, an 
overall 15.39% increase in car travel time averaged over the entire route (after 
mode shift to transit or diversion to other streets) is expected (an average of 6 
minutes end-to-end).  
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Response to Comment No. 108-5 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT considered Alternative A (Truncated Project 
Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative and recommended 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  However, at the LACMTA 
Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to study an 
additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes by one 
mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the Westwood 
Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now considering 
Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between 
Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative and are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board. 

In addition, on February 2, 2011, the Los Angeles City Council requested that 
staff also include a second new alternative that would reduce the length of the 
bus lanes to 5.4 miles and implement them east of City of Beverly Hills.  This 
second new alternative is a further refinement to Alternative A and is referred 
to in this document as Alternative A-2.  The impacts associated with 
Alternative A-2 is presented in the Revised Final EIR/EA and determined that 
although traffic impacts west of the City of Beverly Hills would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project or Alternative A, some traffic impacts 
would remain at study intersections west of the City of Beverly Hills.  In 
general, these impacts are due to traffic pattern shifts resulting from a 
decrease in the usage of Wilshire Boulevard for long-distance trips under 
Alternative A-2.  Because of the reduction in capacity for mixed-flow traffic on 
Wilshire Boulevard east of Beverly Hills caused by the implementation of the 
bus lane, long-distance trips tend to shift away from Wilshire Boulevard.  
Some of these long-distance trips would otherwise have used Wilshire 
Boulevard west of Beverly Hills.  Once these trips are removed from Wilshire 
Boulevard, more capacity is made available for other trips on Wilshire 
Boulevard west of Beverly Hills, because there is no capacity reduction in that 
area.  Over time, trips will be attracted from other arterials to make use of this 
available capacity on Wilshire Boulevard.  The turning movements of some of 
these trips from the roadways where they begin their journey to then travel to 
Wilshire Boulevard are creating many of the impacts observed under 
Alternative A-2 west of Beverly Hills.  For example, at the intersection of 
Veteran Avenue/Sunset Boulevard, the eastbound right-turn movement and 
the northbound left-turn movements increase under Alternative A-2, as some 
traffic uses Veteran Avenue to shift between Sunset Boulevard and Wilshire 
Boulevard.  The impacts created by this turning traffic under Alternative A-2 
are less than the impacts created under the project or Alternative A, but they, 
nonetheless, remain significant according to the impact criteria applicable to 
this project.Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of 
the segment between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 108-6 

The letter from the Brentwood Community Council is included as Letter 77.  
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 77-1 through 77-35. 

779



Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-472 April 2011 

Response to Comment No. 108-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project 
and Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between Comstock 
Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Response to Comment No. 108-5 above. 

Response to Comment No. 108-8 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. 108-9 

We recognize that many of the improvements included in the Wilshire BRT 
Draft EIR/EA can be implemented without removing two lanes of Wilshire 
Boulevard during peak periods; however, it is the implementation of bus 
lanes along Wilshire Boulevard that would provide the greatest benefit to 
transit and encourage more riders. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 17-21 for further discussion of the 
City’s transportation systems management.  LADOT has long recognized the 
benefits of transportation systems management, and has made major 
commitment to the continuing development and improvement of the City’s 
transportation infrastructure and networks, by modifying traffic signal timing 
and adding left-turn lanes/phases where warranted, and investing in new 
technologies.  However, these measures alone cannot and will not ensure a 
sustainable long-term transportation infrastructure or adequately address 
future traffic ambient growth in the City because motor vehicles trips will 
continue to grow.  Therefore, a viable long-term transportation management 
system must include an efficient and reliable transit infrastructures that is 
capable of moving high volumes of people, not just automobiles.  
Unfortunately, land-use, right-of-way, and financial constraints often make 
the goal of constructing new transit facilities, outside of the existing 
transportation infrastructure, infeasible.  In those instances, transit facility, 
such as the proposed project, must share the City’s limited transportation 
resources with other modes. 

Response to Comment No. 108-10 

LACMTA staff have consulted with those responsible for the I-405 HOV Lane 
Project and have been informed that most work associated with that project 
would take place on the on/off-ramps themselves.  LACMTA will continue 
this coordination with the I-405 HOV Lane Project staff.  During construction 
of the Wilshire BRT Project, traffic plans will be prepared by both the City 
and County of Los Angeles to ensure that impacts are minimized. 

Response to Comment No. 108-11 

The majority of sidewalks within the Wilshire BRT Project area would be 
unaffected by the proposed project.  The only affected segments are between 
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Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue within the County of Los Angeles and 
between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, 
where actual street widening is being proposed.  Within the segment between 
Bonsall Avenue and Federal Avenue, sidewalk widths would remain at a 
minimum of 10 feet.  Within the segment between Federal Avenue and 
Barrington Avenue, sidewalks would remain at a minimum of 8 feet wide.  
This sidewalk width of 8 feet would allow for easy pedestrian movement and 
accessibility.  There are also pedestrian plazas and other open areas adjacent 
to the sidewalk at bus stops. 

Response to Comment No. 108-12 

Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development 
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects. 

Response to Comment No. 108-13 

The comments have been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 23, 2010

Fname

Stephen

File Name

resnick.stephen.062310

Summary

Would like the comment period extended.

Email AddressLName

Resnick

Org

Westwood Homeowners Ass…

Comment

On behalf of the 3000 members in my association, I wish to state that we support Carol Spencer's email below. Please add these comments 
to the EIR file and any other files or data for the BRT project.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 109 
Resnick, Stephen 

Response to Comment No. 109-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 10, 2010

Fname

Richard

File Name

risemberg.richard.061010

Summary

Supports the preservation of bicycle access along Wilshire Boulevard. Bus/Bicycle shared lanes are a safer alternative.

Email Address

rickrise@earthlink.net

LName

Risemberg

Org

Comment

I urge you to include provision for bicyclists when you do this project. Shared bus/bike lanes have worked very well in many other countries; in 
Germany surveys taken a year or more after their establishment show far fewer bike/motor vehicle accidents than in general lanes.
Furthermore, Los Angeles already has several short shared bus/bike lanes downtown--I regularly ride the one on Spring St.
Wilshire is uncomfortable for rush-hour cycling right now yet is the only through route from Mid-City to the Westside between Sunset and 
Olympic, both of which are also uncomfortable.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 110 
Risemberg, Richard 

Response to Comment No. 110-1 

Bicycles will be allowed by right to operate in the bus lanes per the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code.  The bus lanes will be posted with “Bike Ok” 
signage. 
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Format

email

Date

Jul 4, 2010

Fname

Raymond

File Name

rodriguez.raymond.070410

Summary

Not relevant to the study

Email Address

raymondrodriguezzhangka@…

LName

Rodriguez

Org

Comment

I am a frequent rider of the metro rail system and I do have a disabled bus/rail I.D.. When transfering from the blue line to the red line the 
indicator is a television/computer monitor telling you where to board. This is not easy to see in the dark rail station. Maybe you should use 
neon directionals or large screen red digital panels indicating where to board. You see, I am not only mentallly incapacitated but I suffer froim 
3 forms of blindness. Now I know this isn't a "class action" recommendation but something must be done because I dont want to miss my 
train when traveling from south L.A. to Hollywood. Please email me concerning this complaint.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 111 
Rodriguez, Raymond 

Response to Comment No. 111-1 

This comment is related to the Metro rail system and is not relevant to the 
Wilshire BRT project.  As this comment does not state a concern or a 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no 
further response is warranted.  However, the comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2010 1:11 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Henry 
Last Name:  Tang 
Email:      tanghenry@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I commute daily to Wilshire/Westwood on the 920 Rapid Express or the 720 Rapid from the 
Red/Purple line stations Wilshire/Western or Wilshire/Vermont. 
 
I can experience first‐hand the delays the buses endure when stuck in the same congestion 
caused by all the automobile traffic during the rush hours.  Often there are delays caused by 
autos in the right lane trying to make right turns but forced to wait for pedestrians to 
cross the street.  I am concerned that the bus lanes will not be of much help in this matter 
without a queue jumping mechanism for buses if cars are still going to be allowed to clog up 
the bus lanes while waiting to make right turns. 
 
Nevertheless, I believe every little bit should help and I look forward to an improved bus 
commute on the bus lanes.  I just wish it would not take so long to implement. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

7/12/10 2:13 PM[Metro.net] customer comment

Page 1 of 1http://lumpy.global411.com/exchange/GinnyMarieCase/Inbox/commen…C-18C0-4a97-9AF2-036E93DDAFB3/[Metro.net]%20customer%20comment

Reply Reply to all Forward Close Help  

 From:  feedback@metro.net [feedback@metro.net]  Sent:  Mon 7/12/2010 1:11 PM

 To:  WilshireBRT

 Cc:  

 Subject:  [Metro.net] customer comment

 Attachments: 
View As Web Page

Comment from

First Name: Eric
Last Name:  Romann
Email:      ericromann@gmail.com
Phone:     
URL:       
------------------------------------------------------------------------

I am writing to support Metro's Draft EIR for the Wilshire BRT. I regularly ride the 720 on Wilshire from my home in Koreatown to downtown
and back and I strongly encourage the MTA and the City Council to adopt Alternative A that includes the stretch from Valencia to Park
view Streets. Excluding the BRT from this section would substantially slow down the speed of bus travel and significantly reduce the
effectiveness of the BRT. Also, I strongly encourage Metro and the City Council to avoid any further delay in the process of implementing
the Wilshire BRT. Thank you for your attention to my concerns.

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 112 
Romann, Eric 

Response to Comment No. 112-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 113 
Rosendahl, Bill, Councilmember 
City of Los Angeles Council District 11 

Response to Comment No. 113-1 

Comment noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 113-1 and 113-2 
for additional information regarding traffic impacts and potential project 
benefits. 

Response to Comment No. 113-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how the study 
intersections were identified and the public participation process involved in 
doing so. 

Response to Comment No. 113-3 

The City of Los Angeles Council report of April 19, 2007, discusses the overall 
average daytime speed, which is currently 12.2 mph for Metro Rapid buses.  
It should be noted that bus speeds vary depending on the time of day and 
direction.  End-to-end Metro Rapid bus average daytime speed would be 
improved to 16 mph or 32%.  In consideration of comments received during 
the public review of the Draft EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering 
Alternative A (Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred 
alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending 
adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City 
Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  Currently, it 
takes up to approximately 52 minutes on Metro Rapid Line 720 to travel along 
Wilshire Boulevard between Park View Street and Centinela Avenue during 
the a.m. peak hours.  It can take up to approximately 65 minutes during the 
p.m. peak hours.  Not only would the bus lanes help improve bus travel times 
but, more importantly, service reliability would be improved as well since 
travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to the bus lanes' 
separation from mixed-flow traffic.  Accordingly, one-way bus travel times are 
expected to improve by up to 15 minutes on Metro Rapid bus service alone.  
The bus lanes would also benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% slower 
(on average) than the Metro Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  Similarly, 
one-way end-to end bus travel times are expected to improve by up to 18 
minutes on Local Line 20.  Bus lanes are a key component of Bus Rapid 
Transit and are strongly supported by the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA).  The 2007 Council report also recognizes that the impacts from the 
project would diminish over time as drivers find new routes and/or switch to 
transit. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Rosenstrwn@aol.com
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2010 12:51 AM
To: WilshireBRT; jreichmann@sbcglobal.net
Subject: re: NO PROJECT for Wilshire Blvd.

Dear WilshireBRT: 
 
RE: Should a dedicated bus lane be created on Wiltshire Blvd. between Beverly Hills and Santa Monica? 
 
Let's consider: 
 
        Should auto traffic be squeezed further, especially on this 1.2 mile stretch of road that includes what has been 
identified by the city as the "busiest intersection in LA" (Wilshire Blvd. and Westwood Blvd.)? 
 
         Should mature landscape be destroyed on one of the few beautiful boulevards in town? 
 
         Should the thousands of church and synagogue attendees, the tens of thousands of residents, the hundreds of 
thousands of auto commuters and local business patrons be negatively impacted by speeding busses?  
 
         Should the character of a lovely neighborhood be downgraded at the city's expense, ironically after the city has only 
recently spent millions to upgrade Santa Monica Blvd., one mile away? 
 
NO. 
 
Sincerely, 
Strawn and Richard Rosenthal 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 114 
Rosenthal, Richard and Strawn 

Response to Comment No. 114-1 

The traffic study conducted for the Wilshire BRT Project examined impacts 
on traffic, recommended traffic mitigation measures, and identified traffic 
impacts that cannot be mitigated.  Please see Master Response No. 11 
regarding the removal of street trees and Master Response No. 15 regarding 
the impacts of bus speeds on churches and schools.  As this comment does 
not state a concern or a question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the 
Draft EIR/EA, no further response is warranted.  However, the comment has 
been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 4:03 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Carter 
Last Name:  Rubin 
Email:      carter.rubin@gmail.com 
Phone:      310‐200‐1088 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
The implementation of Wilshire BRT is a cruicial step towards increasing mobility and 
reducing conjection Los Angeles. 
 
I can only hope MTA doesn't pull any punches and capitulate to naysayers and NIMBYS. 
 
As soon as this project is finished I can only hope that: 
 
a) You can quickly close the gaps in Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 
 
and 
 
b) Implement BRT on other major boulevards, especially Santa Monica, Olympic, Pico, and 
Venice. 
 
The burgeoning rail network is great, but *everyone* should have close access to truly rapid 
transit, and in LA I believe that will be a great network of BRT, with dedicated lanes, 
signal priority, etc. 
 
Basically, the current Metro Rapid network with their own dedicated bus lanes. 
 
WOOHHOOO Let's do it! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carter Rubin 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 115 
Rubin, Carter 

Response to Comment No. 115-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Russell, David T [david.russell@csun.edu]
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 4:42 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) NO PROJECT

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) DEIR Comments  July 25, 2010 
 
To:        Martha Butler, Project Manager   LA County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
 
From:    David Russell 
 
1312 Holmby Ave 
 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
 
david.russell@csun.edu 
  
 
I have been a resident of this area since 2002.  While I usually object to NIMBY activitsts, 
I support NO PROJECT between Comstock Avenue and Glendon Avenue for the following reasons: 
 
  
 
∙         The 2001 FEIR shows the area between Beverly Hills and Westwood Blvd. has the 
fastest travel times of any segment along the (Wilshire) corridor.  Making proposed changes 
to create a bus only  lane during peak hours will create a problem that does not currently 
exist.   
 
  
 
∙         The FEIR states “peak period transit lane would only be implemented if supported by 
the local jurisdiction.”  Clearly those living along the Wilshire Corridor and adjacent 
neighborhoods have spoken against this proposed change. 
 
  
 
∙         That same FEIR under the heading Westwood states: “This segment of Wilshire Blvd 
(bet. Comstock and Selby Ave.) is the only segment of Wilshire Blvd. in which transit buses 
do not experience delay due to traffic congestion and therefore no significant benefit was 
felt to exist from the dedicated transit lanes.” 
 
  
 
∙         Currently, buses travel at accelerated speeds making it dangerous for pedestrians 
wishing to cross  Wilshire at Comstock to walk to the public park.  Also, many pedestrians 
cross Wilshire at Beverly Glen Blvd. to attend synagogues.  It would also pose an extreme  
danger to cyclists. 
 
  
 
∙         Several churches and synagogues located on Wilshire operate nursery schools.  Fast 
moving buses cause a danger in areas where people drop off children. 
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∙         With parking eliminated from 7 a.m. – 9 a.m. and 4 p.m. ‐7 p.m., a problem is 
created for those trying to service the many condominium buildings that line Wilshire in this 
segment. 
 
  
 
∙         This segment of Wilshire Blvd. is the ONLY residential corridor of the proposed 
BRT. 
 
  
 
For all of the above reasons, I strongly urge you to eliminate the BRT project from Comstock 
to Glendon. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Russell and Family (Five of Us) 
 
  
 
 
 
*************************************** 
David T. Russell, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of Insurance and Finance California State University, Northridge 
Voice:  818.677.2438 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 116 
Russell, David 

Response to Comment No. 116-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
In addition, in consideration of comments and direction received at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to 
Westwood area residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 
(Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, 
LACMTA staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as 
it would involve implementation of the same components, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 116-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 116-3 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 116-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 116-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds 
on churches and schools and Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian 
safety. 

Response to Comment No. 116-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds 
on churches and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 116-7 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue, and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 
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Response to Comment No. 116-8 

The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 116-9 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment No. 116-1 above.Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
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Format

email

Date

Jul 6, 2010

Fname

Reina

File Name

salinas.reina.070610

Summary

Supports the project. Include Valencia to Park View.

Email AddressLName

Reina

Org

Comment

1. I support the findings of the draft EIR. A bus-only lane is an efficient and smarter way to make use of the buses on Wilshire Boulevard and 
will make it simpler for car-drivers to stay in their lane instead of
zig-zagging thru busses.
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia 
to Parkview St. segments in the project where the
Westlake/Alvarado community resides.
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project so that because transit riders are paying a higher fee (and 
have less service hours) the return should be a more efficient service.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 117 
Salinas, Reina 

Response to Comment No. 117-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Robert Scott [rescott007@alum.mit.edu]
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2010 12:48 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Wilshire Corridor Bus Lane

Please, please, please!  It has been shown many times before, in detail, that it would bring 
serious problems to the residents and businesses west of Beverly Hills.  Why do you keep 
proposing it? 
 
I don't know who you think it would benefit.  My best guesses for that are unprintable. 
 
Don't do it! 
 
Dr. Robert Scott 
Ensley Avenue 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 118 
Scott, Robert 

Response to Comment No. 118-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 119 
Schulman, Annette 

Response to Comment No. 119-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
However, in consideration of comments and direction received at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this 
comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A 
(i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would 
involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the 
exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and 
no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of 
the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 3:32 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: RAY 
Last Name:  SIMMONS 
Email:      RAYINLA@aol.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I ride the current 720 bus from my home in Mid‐City to my job in Brentwood every day. 
 
The three things that could bring the most improvement to the current service should be 
incorporated into the BRT. 
 
1. Consolidated stops (local and express)so you have the option of taking the FIRST bus that 
comes along. 
 
2. "Scramble crosswalks" at the intersections where the BRT stops are located so a) you don't 
miss the bus because you are caught on the wrong side of the intersection and b) so the bus 
isn't held up by cars waiting for pedestrians to clear the intersection so the driver can 
turn right. 
 
3. Pre‐paid boarding (no cash accepted) with a ticket validator at each door to reduce the 
dwell time which seems to eat up as much time as heavy traffic. 
 
3. 
2.  
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-502 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 120 
Simmons, Ray 

Response to Comment No. 120-1 

The proposed project does not involve any changes to the bus service or 
operation.  The primary goal of the proposed project is to improve bus 
passenger travel times and bus service reliability by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment.  The 
commenter is encouraged to contact a Metro Passenger Relations 
Representative at (213) 922-6235 or (800) 464-2111 or by e-mail at 
customerRelations@metro.net for questions/suggestions regarding the 
current bus service. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 15, 2010

Fname

Joesph

File Name

smurda.joesph.061510

Summary

Budget and operational impact concerns

Email Address

js@smurdamd.com

LName

Smurda

Org

Comment

I don’t understand why this is being considered again. This exact same project was done before and then discontinued.
I understand that there have been some minor technological advances but I highly doubt they will have a significant impact on the 
effectiveness of this proposal.
Undertaking and then undoing these projects is has got to cost the City huge amounts of money. Can we really afford to do this project, FOR  
A SECOND TIME, when the City is in serious financial trouble and laying off employees? 
Also, what about the impact on automobile traffic on Wilshire? It is already a NIGHTMARE. Sometimes it can take me 30 minutes to travel 
from my office on Wilshire at Bundy to UCLA hospital, about a 2.5 mile drive. You should know that there is large and growing, very politically 
active group that is organizing because of traffic problems on the Westside in the context of a very large proposed development call Bundy 
Village. This group is growing rapidly and if traffic does not improve they are very likely to take political action.
Would you kindly respond to my concerns.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-504 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 121 
Smurda, Joseph 

Response to Comment No. 121-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 11:44 AM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Neel 
Last Name:  Sodha 
Email:      neel.sodha@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Hi, 
 
I'm very looking forward to this project. After the completion of the Wilshire blvd bus 
lanes, we look at more opportunities to build bus lanes in corridors that will not see 
subway/light rail in the near future; like that of Olympic, Pico, Venice, Santa Monica blvd, 
etc...; which will make buses more competitive and advantageous over the single passenger 
automobile. We need to think about bus lanes instead of continuing to add more auxiliary 
lanes in our network! 
 
Thanks, 
 
Neel 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-506 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 122 
Sodha, Neel 

Response to Comment No. 122-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 24, 2010

Fname

Michelle

File Name

sorkin.michelle.062410

Summary

Needs additional information

Email Address

michelle.sorkin@lacity.org

LName

Sorkin

Org

City of Los Angeles: Depart…

Comment

I received a copy of the DEIR and technical appendices. I wasn't able to find a proposed street cross section that would indicate the 
dimension of the sidewalk after widening would occur between Federal and Barrington. If you have information on the current sidewalk width 
and proposed sidewalk width after the widening and could forward this information, it would be most helpful in providing comments on the 
DEIR.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-508 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 123 
Sorkin, Michelle, Community Planner, West Los Angeles 
City of Los Angeles Community Planning Bureau 
Department of City Planning 

Response to Comment No. 123-1 

LADOT provided a response to this comment upon receipt.  The response 
provided is as follows (also see Letter 124, which includes LADOT’s response 
email to the commenter): 

Sidewalk widths are currently 10 feet east of Barry Avenue 
and 12.5 feet west of Barry Avenue.  After widening, sidewalk 
widths would be a uniform 8 feet.  Although the City usually 
tries to keep sidewalks at least 10 feet wide, retail activity and 
pedestrian volumes are minimal in this segment, and the 
reduction of sidewalk widths to create additional capacity for 
an eastbound bus lane is considered a reasonable reallocation 
of limited public right-of-way (ROW).  It avoids the need to 
acquire additional ROW, maintains Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, and preserves eastbound 
mixed flow capacity through a traffic bottleneck.  There is also 
a surface parking lot, which accommodates any spillover 
pedestrian activity at the eastbound Metro Rapid bus stop 
between Barrington Avenue and Barry Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Michelle Sorkin [Michelle.Sorkin@lacity.org]
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 2:04 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Sidewalk widths on Wilshire Bl. Federal-Barrington
Attachments: Wilshire street views.docx

Dear Ms. Butler, 
 
I am forwarding an email that was sent last week to Susan Bok. I have not yet received a 
response from LA DOT, therefore please accept this email as public comment. I look forward to 
seeing the issue of sidewalk widths along Wilshire fully addressed in the DEIR. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Michelle  
 
 
 
∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙ 
Michelle Sorkin 
Community Planner, West Los Angeles 
∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙ 
Community Planning Bureau | Department of City Planning 200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 
90012 T 213.978.1199 | F 213.978.1226 ————————————— 
 
 
>>> Michelle Sorkin 7/19/2010 10:19 AM >>> 
Susan, 
 
Thank you for getting back to me.  
 
On both sides of Wilshire between Federal and Barrington, pedestrians are already constrained 
by narrow sidewalk space and infrastructure in the public right of way such as bus shelters 
and newsracks. I'm attaching exhibits from Google streetview that clearly indicate the 
constraints under existing conditions. With expected increases in bus ridership, it is 
anticipated that more and not fewer bus riders and pedestrians will be using the planned BRT 
and sidewalks along Wilshire Boulevard. When the Westside Subway extension is built, even 
more transit riders and pedestrians will be using the sidewalks.  
 
DOT cannot assume that current and future pedestrian activity will be accommodated on private 
property ‐ especially on a surface parking lot where pedestrians are forced to compete with 
moving vehicles. While the current uses are underdeveloped, future buildings will inevitably 
be built as close as possible to the front property line and pedestrians will need an 
adequate public accessway. Furthermore, this segment of Wilshire is designated a Community 
Design Overlay district where pedestrian‐oriented ground floor uses are encouraged by 
Planning Department policy and implemented through design standards and guidelines aimed at 
making individual projects pedestrian‐friendly. 
Narrowing the sidewalks on Wilshire Boulevard goes counter to the General Plan Framework 
Element, the West Los Angeles and Brentwood Community Plan Policies, and the Department's "Do 
Real Planning" 
principles.  
 
As was stated in the NOP Scoping Letter dated October 23, 2009, the Planning Department is 
concerned that reducing the sidewalk width on this segment of Wilshire will not create enough 
of a buffer between autos and pedestrians, will require the removal of mature street trees in 
sections, and potentially create hazards to pedestrians on Wilshire Blvd.  I would like to 
better understand the existing roadway and right‐of‐way conditions on this section of 
Wilshire and the alternatives to street‐widening that were evaluated by DOT, but not selected 
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as environmentally superior alternatives. How can the ROW be re‐allocated to avoid street 
widening: were 'road diet' alternatives or narrowing of travel lanes evaluated? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Michelle 
 
 
 
∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙ 
Michelle Sorkin 
Community Planner, West Los Angeles 
∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙∙ 
Community Planning Bureau | Department of City Planning 200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 
90012 T 213.978.1199 | F 213.978.1226 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
>>> Susan Bok 7/2/2010 2:56 PM >>> 
Michelle,  
 
Metro forwarded us your request for information on sidewalk widths in this segment of 
Wilshire Bl. to be widened for a new bus lane.   
Sidewalk widths are currently 10 feet east of Barry Ave. and 12.5 feet west of Barry Ave.  
After widening, sidewalk widths will be a uniform 8 
feet.    
 
Although the City usually tries to keep sidewalks at least 10 feet wide, retail activity and 
ped volumes are minimal in this segment, and the reduction of sidewalk widths to create 
additional capacity for an eastbound bus lane is considered a reasonable re‐allocation of 
limited 
public ROW.   It avoids the need to acquire additional ROW, maintains 
ADA standards, and preserves eastbound mixed flow capacity through a 
traffic bottleneck.   There is also a surface parking lot which 
accommodates any spillover ped activity at the eastbound Metro Rapid bus 
stop between Barrington and Barry Ave.    
 
I hope this provides the information you need.   Please feel free to 
contact me with any additional questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
        
 
Susan Bok, AICP 
Supervising Transportation Planner 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213) 972‐8623 
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Street furniture and 
limited sidewalk width
creat conflicts for
pedestrians 
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Pedestrian right‐of‐way is 
already limited by 
newsstands and bus shelters. 
Narrowing sidewalk widths 
2.5‐4 feet would not be 
conducive to the increased 
pedestrian activity that will 
result from the BRT 
implementation.
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Special paving and street 
trees currently exist on the 
north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard between Barry 
Ave. and Federal Ave. Will 
these amenities be repaired 
or replaced if the sidewalk is 
removed? 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-514 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 124 
Sorkin, Michelle, Community Planner, West Los Angeles 
City of Los Angeles Community Planning Bureau 
Department of City Planning 

Response to Comment No. 124-1 

Comment noted; please refer to Response to Comment No. 124-2. 

Response to Comment No. 124-2 

The majority of sidewalks within the Wilshire BRT Project area would not be 
affected.  The only affected segments are between Bonsall Avenue and 
Federal Avenue within the County of Los Angeles and between Federal 
Avenue and Barrington Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, where actual street 
widening is being proposed.  Within the segment between Federal Avenue 
and Barrington Avenue, sidewalks would be reduced to a minimum of 8 feet 
wide.  This sidewalk width of 8 feet would allow for pedestrian movement and 
accessibility. 

Eight-foot sidewalks currently exist along several major streets in the City, 
including streets located in areas with high pedestrian volume, such as the 
Business District.  There is no reported incidence related to the width of those 
sidewalks.  Although the City generally maintains sidewalks at least 10 feet 
wide, retail activity and pedestrian volumes are fairly low along this segment 
of the proposed project.  Therefore, the reduction of sidewalk widths to create 
additional capacity for an eastbound bus lane is considered a reasonable re-
allocation of limited public right-of-way.  Additionally, it avoids the need to 
acquire additional right-of-way in a built-out segment of Wilshire Boulevard, 
maintains Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, and preserves 
eastbound mixed-flow capacity through a traffic bottleneck.  Traffic lanes are 
already at minimal 10 feet width and cannot be narrowed further for wider 
sidewalk.  A number of businesses in this segment also maintain pedestrian 
plazas or other publicly-accessible areas along the sidewalks. 
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Format

email

Date

Jun 23, 2010

Fname

Carol

File Name

spencer.carol.062310

Summary

Would like the comment period extended.

Email Address

cc_neighborhood@earthlink.net

LName

Spencer

Org

Comstock Hills Homeowners…

Comment

Will you present additional information on the Wilshire BRT on 6/29 that was not available at last weeks meeting 6/21/10?
With the subway meeting on Monday, 6/28/10 this meeting the day following on Tuesday, 6/29/10 appears to be scheduled to confuse 
residents about what is being planned. It also positions far to many really important meetings back to back. The Wilshire BRT EIR/EA 
meetings should occur after summer vacation (UCLA, public schools, private schools) when many residents will be available to attend.
I suggest that you extend the comment period through September 26, 2010. If you are pressed for time/commitment you should have released 
the EIR/EA much sooner - so that the meetings could be scheduled prior to summer vacations.
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-516 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 125 
Spencer, Carol 

Response to Comment No. 125-1 

As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 

824



Martha Butler, Metro,  
1 Gateway Plaza, 99‐23‐1,      
Los  Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: wilshirebrt@metro.net 
 
Comment Re:  

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) for the 
Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Study. 

July 26, 2010, 3:30 PM 

 

I have followed the planning for this Bus Rapid Transit dedicated bus lane during 
rush hours since it was first proposed.   

The 2009 study shows that there is no slowing of traffic, cars or buses, in that 
stretch of Wilshire Blvd located within the Westwood area from the City of Beverly 
Hills westward to the 405 freeway.  In fact it was listed as the fastest moving 
segment of any stretch of Wilshire Blvd not requiring a BRT dedicated lane.  The 
traffic flow on the Wilshire segment between Comstock and Selby Avenues 
continues to be the best from downtown Los Angeles to Santa Monica.     

In 2002, environmental clearance EXCLUDED that portion of Wilshire Blvd. from 
Comstock to Selby because of lack of congestion, neighborhood opposition, and 
government acknowledgement of same.  

The 2010 report has listed the requirement of a dedicated BRT bus lane within the 
section of the Westwood area from Comstock Ave on the east to Glendon Ave on the 
west.  However, there will be a severe backup of traffic that cannot be mitigated for 
eastbound traffic at Comstock Ave due to the narrowing of lanes and the fact that 
the City of Beverly Hills will not have a BRT through its city.   

Currently the City of Beverly Hills clocks & tickets traffic violations for 
vehicles heading eastbound as they enter the city at speeds in excess of 50 
MPH.  It is OK for vehicles to drive up to 15 miles faster than the speed limit 
of 45MPH on Wilshire through Westwood without getting a ticket. 

,  I would like to know how fast you expect the busses to drive in the 
dedicated Bus Lanes at rush hour?  Remember, they share the lane with 
bikers who are required to move to the right as the large bus passes them.  
Will this be safe for the bikers?   

The 2010 report states that the Wilshire dedicated BRT lanes must not extend 
between Glendon Ave and the 405 Freeway due to freeway access lanes designed 
into Wilshire Blvd.  This also means a backup of traffic as busses mix with traffic at 
that point. 
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This 1.2 mile stretch of Wilshire Blvd will only lead to problems and create havoc for 
the residents living in high‐rise condos with no alleys to service the buildings.  There 
are also child‐care facilities in Churches and Synagogues and one school where 
small children may be in jeopardy.  In addition elderly residents living at the 
Belmont Assisted Living Facility frequently take walks along Wilshire very close to 
the proposed dedicated bus‐lanes.  This will endanger or restrict those persons.  
Another safety problem will be for persons crossing Wilshire to walk to Holmby 
Park as busses will have the ability to change the signal timing so that they can pass 
quickly. 

I feel that for many sections of Wilshire blvd the BRT dedicated lanes with new 
roadwork along the curb lane will assist Bus Riders and should be completed, 
however the money proposed for the Wilshire segment in Westwood should be 
better used closer to downtown Los Angeles to work out a new route that would 
allow dedicated lanes to the eastern section that the 2011 report has omitted due to 
complaint by the City of LA.   

Please note the following: 

The CITY OF LOS ANGELES  
INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE  
Date: August 31,2009  
To: Honorable City Council , C/o City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall  
Attention: Honorable Bill Rosendahl, Chair Transportation Committee  
From:  Rita L. Robinson, General Manager-   Department of Transportation  
States the following: 

“Metro reports that FTA concurs with the proposed Alternatives but will not fund 
a project that doesn't include exclusive peak-period bus lanes along most 
of Wilshire Boulevard or meet other Very Small Starts program criteria.” 

Therefore I suggest the following in order to meet the above criteria: 

Move the Wilshire Bus route one block north at the point where Wilshire narrows 
and give the Bus Riders a dedicated bus lane as far east as they are asking?  After all 
the Wilshire Bus enters the downtown area on 6th Street – And many Bus Riders 
have asked for the dedicated BRT lanes to extend to Alvarado St where a large group 
board.  They could just as easily board the bus on 6th street and have a smooth ride 
for a larger portion of the route.   

By re‐routing the eastern portion of the Wilshire BRT dedicated lane Metro should 
be able to meet the funding demands and it will be a win‐win for all. 

Thank you, 

Caroline Spencer 
10316 Wilkins Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-519 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 126 
Spencer, Carolyn 

Response to Comment No. 126-1 

LACMTA and LADOT are not aware of any 2009 study.  If you are referring to 
the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project 
Final EIR of 2002, please refer to Master Response No. 9 regarding the 
applicability of the 2002 Final EIR or the 2001 Traffic Study to the proposed 
project.  Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the 
segment between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed 
project.  

Response to Comment No. 126-2 

Cars traveling in upwards of 15 miles faster than the posted speed limit on 
Wilshire Boulevard through Westwood are subject to being ticketed.  Bus 
speeds throughout the whole project area are expected to improve by up to 
32%, but more importantly, service reliability would be greatly enhanced 
since bus speeds would remain relatively constant.  In addition, special 
measures would be done to ease transitions, where needed.  The Draft 
EIR/EA and the TIA evaluated potential impacts at the transition areas where 
lanes are dropped and concluded that satisfactory traffic operations could be 
maintained through appropriate signage and striping.  The TIA acknowledges 
that at the western Beverly Hills City limits (approximately 500 feet west of 
the Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection), the bus lane transitions to 
a mixed-flow lane.  Therefore, three eastbound through lanes would remain 
at the Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way intersection.  The original proposed 
project would not reduce capacity at this intersection, nor would or the 
number of queued vehicles increase.  However, the length of queues may 
increase because vehicles would be traveling in two lanes instead of three as 
they enter the City of Beverly Hills.  The TIA also acknowledges this for 
Alternative A. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety and 
Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds on churches 
and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 126-3 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los 
Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  
This alternative would result in the retention of the jut-outs and, as such, 
would eliminate the concerns about the buildings having no alleys to service 
them, impacts to child care facilities at  churches and synagogues, or elderly 
residents walking along Wilshire Boulevard.  In addition, bus signal priority 
has been provided to Metro Rapid buses on Wilshire Boulevard since June 
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2000.  Although buses would continue to have signal priority with extended 
green time, traffic signals on Wilshire Boulevard would continue to provide 
pedestrian crossing time consistent with City of Los Angeles standards; the 
system does not allow for buses to just change signal timing at will.  
Therefore, the safety of pedestrians crossing Wilshire Boulevard would not be 
jeopardized.  However, at the LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, 
the Board directed staff to study an additional alternative that would reduce 
the length of the bus lanes by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue within the Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, 
LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with 
Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as 
the preferred alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative 
to the LACMTA Board.  This alternative is considered a refinement to 
Alternative A and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of 
no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue.  In addition, please refer to 
Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential buildings along 
Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 126-4 

The curb lane reconstruction would not only benefit bus riders but 
automobiles as well.  Today, both buses and automobiles avoid traveling in 
the curb lanes due to the poor road conditions and uneven pavement.  The 
Wilshire BRT Project includes curb lane reconstruction/repaving within the 
eastern portion of the project as well. 

Response to Comment No. 126-5 

In the fall of 2009, there was a 30-day public scoping period for the Wilshire 
BRT Project that included four public scoping meetings.  It was during this 
time that the public was asked to present ideas and concerns that should be 
taken into consideration as the plan is initiated, including other alternatives.  
It was during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated should have 
been raised. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Erin Steva [esteva@calpirg.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 4:05 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: Wilshire Bus-Only Lane Comments

To whom it many concern: 
 
The following names signed onto the following petition in support of the Wilshire Bus Only Lane Project. If 
you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 251-3680 x.308. Please send a note confirming your receipt 
of this email. Thank you for your time and help. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Steva  
Transportation Advocate 
CALPIRG 
*  *  * 
Petition: 

Los Angeles needs more and better public transportation. I support the Wilshire Bus-Only Lane project. This 
project will cut traffic and provide quicker, more reliable public transit along a congested corridor. Fast, 
reliable public transit is crucial to giving drivers a way out of their cars and to providing transit riders with 
first-class options. 

Signatories: 
email first_name last_name cell city college 
wyeshey@hotmail.com Yeshey Virgil 310-745-9449 Santa Monica college 

anh.maiha@hotmail.com Anh Ha 310 4014383 Santa Monica Santa Monica College

spamiain@gmail.com IAIN MARJORIBANKS los angeles santa monica college 

alli_zavala@yahoo.com Alejandra  Zavala 323 6638138 Los Angeles Santa Monica College
rwill@usc.edu Rachel Will 714-299-3186 Los Angeles USC 

wilson.wang@usc.edu WILSON WANG  Baldwin Park USC 

cimo@usc.edu Jack Cimo Los Angeles USC 
cluelssgrace@gmail.com Grace Chen 626-347-1736 Los Angeles UCLA 
howe.margaret@gmail.com Margaret Howe 773-817-9009 Los Angeles 
ions88@ucla.edu Jan Michael Taguiam 213-344-9516 Los Angeles UCLA 
tedlo@ucla.edu Ted Lo Cerritos 

patterson2009@lawnet.ucla.edu Andrew Patterson 3106910971 Los Angeles  

attack.tactic@gmail.com Sam Kim 2132007399 Los Angeles UCLA 

gupta2009@lawnet.ucla.edu kanishka gupta 

chiggins@usc.edu Christopher Higgins 315-250-7186 Los Angeles University of Southern 
California 

moneymel07@aol.com melanie newby USC 
raylene.moreno@ucla.edu Raylene Moreno Los Angeles UCLA 

zhangchi@usc.edu Jim Zhang  Los Angeles USC 

ethnofreek@yahoo.com Romeo Guzman Los Angeles UCLA 
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sungyeop@usc.edu Sungyeon Park 2139992980 Los Angeles University of Southern 
California 

shawce@ucla.edu Christine Shaw Los Angeles 
benjeeta@hotmail.com Ben Stevens Santa Monica UCLA 
afreer@ucla.edu Andrew Freer UCLA 
cristinatomasw@gmail.com Cristina Tomas Los Angeles Santa Monica College

eborghesan@sbcglobal.net Emilio Borghesan  Los Angeles USC 

chelseymarsing824@hotmail.com Chelsey Marsing 3104608632 Santa Monica Santa Monica College
joannawheaton@gmail.com Joanna Wheaton Los Angeles UCLA 
jadjordan09@gmail.com Julie Ann  Driver-Jordan 323-313-2555 Los Angeles Santa Monica College
j10comoe@gmail.com Jerome Assale 13103212210 Los Angeles UCLA 
hunterseek3r@gmail.com David Lau USC 
Chinal@USC.edu Andrea Chin 6503050967 USC 

xizhao@usc.edu Lisa Zhao 213-300-7194 Los Angeles USC 

soyoungk@usc.edu Soyoung Kang University of Southern 
irinak@ucla.edu Irina Khodorkovsky 4088383312 Los Angeles UCLA 
mspence@ucla.edu Matthew Spence 3104253605 Los Angeles UCLA 

jason.m.lipshin@gmail.com Jason Lipshin 714-815-6494 Yorba Linda University of Southern 
California 

sblock@usc.edu Suzanne B Los Angeles USC 

obitinla@gmail.com Liz Harmon 3109380589 Los Angeles USC 

amaya_marie@hotmail.com emilia alvarez Santa Monica college 
dobalicious@gmail.com Sarah Dobjensky 5103965710 Los Angeles 
bfish@usc.edu Bryan Fish 713.899.6214 Los Angeles USC 

scott.t.davies@gmail.com Scott Davies (626) 484-
8007 Los Angeles UCLA 

richarlw@usc.edu Richard Wei 4082034781 
richarlw@usc.edu Richard Wei 4082034781 Los Angeles usc 

mperalta89@ucla.edu Margarita Peralta 661-477-2250 LOS 
ANGELES UCLA 

seraphim.ez@gmail.com Erica Zhang 530 5741678 Woodland UCLA 

kristinafenske@gmail.com Kristina Fenske 6266760289 South 
Pasadena UCLA 

rafael.galdamez@gmail.com Rafael Galdamez Los Angeles 
savannacarson@ucla.edu Savanna Carson Santa Monica UCLA 
mimo310@hotmail.com Michelle Mojica CSUF 
dwightdavis@ucla.edu Dwight Davis 310-773-7329 Los Angeles UCLA 

ykucheva@gmail.com Yana Kucheva 617 710-6107 Los Angeles UCLA 

micahkawaguchi@gmail.com Micah Kawaguchi 310-717-0595 Los Angeles  
miriamjcruz@yahoo.com Miriam Cruz CSU, Northridge 
happiestjoyce@ucla.edu Joyce Yoon 8188255348 Northridge UCLA 

pmalvarez84@gmail.com Peter  Alvarez 6197945577 Los Angeles USC 

skaagent102@yahoo.com Angelica celis  
Monterey 
Park 

EAST LOS ANGELES
COLLEGE 

Sergio-g-21@hotmail.com Sergio Guevara (562) 824- Norwalk UCLA 
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Sergio-g-21@hotmail.com Sergio Guevara (562) 824-
1613 Norwalk UCLA 

jtanizawa@gmail.com Jaimie Tani 6262029518 Rosemead UCLA 
senra@usc.edu Veena  Senra Los Angeles USC 
vslevin@gmail.com Vince Slevin 7079710246 SMC 

boyerj87@aol.com Jonathan Boyer 310-592-5708 Hollywood Santa Monica College a
Musicians Institute 

weary.evelina@gmail.com Evelina Weary (310) 403-
0197 Santa Monica USC 

dpeak0822@aol.com Daniel Peacock 760 855-7829 Fallbrook Santa Monica College
laura.a.loeb@gmail.com Laura  Loeb UCLA 

p2allen@gmail.com Patrick Allen 3106215139 Los Angeles UCLA 

tiffanysaran@yahoo.com Tiffany Neman (310) 926-
7828 Los Angeles Sci-arc 

Jwhkim@ucdavis.edu Jin whoo Kim 2136055260 Davis Uc davis 

ryanvalence@gmail.com Bryan  Valencia  4242234007 Los Angeles Santa Monica College

shahery2@usc.edu Paulina  Shah USC  

izpisuar@usc.edu Elias Izpisua  la jolla USC 

 
 
--  
Erin Steva 
Transportation Advocate 
CALPIRG (California Public Interest Research Group) 
3435 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 385 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
213-251-3680 x308 
www.calpirg.org 
Facebook: www.facebook.com/CALPIRG 
Twitter: calpirg_erin 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 127 
Steva, Erin, Transportation Advocate 
California Public Interest Research Group 

Response to Comment No. 127-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment identifies 72 
individuals who signed the petition in support of the proposed project.  The 
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:26 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Alexandra 
Last Name:  Suh 
Email:      acs815@hotmail.com 
Phone:      2132105586 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Dear Metro, 
I am a resident of Koreatown and am writing to express my strong support for the Wilshire bus 
lane.  
In particular, I support the findings of the draft EIR. I also urge MTA and LA City Council 
to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment: Amend the proposal to include 
the Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project, where the Westlake/Alvarado community 
resides. 
I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project.  
Thank you. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-526 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 128 
Suh, Alexandra 

Response to Comment No. 128-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 4:26 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Henry 
Last Name:  Tang 
Email:      tanghenry@yahoo.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
I commute daily to Wilshire/Westwood on the 920 Rapid Express or the 720 Rapid from the 
Red/Purple line stations Wilshire/Western or Wilshire/Vermont. 
 
I can experience first‐hand the delays the buses endure when stuck in the same congestion 
caused by all the automobile traffic during the rush hours.  Often there are delays caused by 
autos in the right lane trying to make right turns but forced to wait for pedestrians to 
cross the street.  I am concerned that the bus lanes will not be of much help in this matter 
without a queue jumping mechanism for buses if cars are still going to be allowed to clog up 
the bus lanes while waiting to make right turns. 
 
Nevertheless, I believe every little bit should help and I look forward to an improved bus 
commute on the bus lanes.  I just wish it would not take so long to implement. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-528 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 129 
Tang, Henry 

Response to Comment No. 129-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: feedback@metro.net
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 12:29 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from 
 
First Name: Ted 
Last Name:  Timmons 
Email:      ted‐metro@perljam.net 
Phone:      760‐483‐3337 
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
This is about the BRT project‐ first, I'd love to be included on an email/postal mail list 
about the project. Second, it's a GREAT idea. Let's get it going. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 130 
Timmons, Ted 

Response to Comment No. 130-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  The 
commenter’s name has been added to the project’s database. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Appendix A  Responses to Comments 
Federal Transit Administration 

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project A-533 April 2011 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 131 
Todd, John, Chief, Forestry Division 
Prevention Services Bureau 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

Response to Comment No. 131-1 

The proposed project is a transportation improvement project, which would 
not create additional land uses that would require additional water supplies 
for firefighting operations.  Therefore, no impacts to fire department services 
are anticipated. 

Response to Comment No. 131-2 

Comment noted. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Suzanne [suzanne.tracy@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 5:17 PM
To: 'Suzanne'; WilshireBRT
Subject: RE: Commenlkts to the EIR for the Buslane Project

 
 

From: Suzanne [mailto:suzanne.tracy@verizon.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 5:01 PM 
To: 'mailto:wilshirebrt@metro.net' 
Subject: Commenlkts to the EIR for the Buslane Project 
 
The project impact analysis (including but not tlimited to the Green House Gas, and aesthetics) does not take into 
account the damage that would be done to the neighborhood at Wilshire and Warner Avenue if the “jut outs” are 
removed.  These Jut Outs are wider sections of the sidewalk area with more grass and fully matured trees.  Removing 
the mature trees and replcing the green wider space for pedestrians will adversely impact the character of the 
neighborhood and will disincent walkers from using the sidewalks to walk to their destinations – destinations such as the 
Sephardic Synagog and Methodist church on the corners as well as the other destinations along Wilshire – many 
neighbors use this area to walk their dogs – an activity that will be discouraged if the wide sidewalk/grass areas are 
replaced with more pavement.   The removal of the trees – which we love – will change the feel of the neighborhood 
and will eliminate much needed buffer between the senior citizen home, Church preschool playground and residential 
units at Wilshire and Warner on the one hand and the dirt, noise and pollution caused by the street traffic.  My son and I 
live in the residential units on the northwest corner of Wilshire and Warner. We love this neighborhood and the fully 
matured trees that line our street.  The impacts to Green House Gas emissions from removal of these trees as well as 
the placement of a busline on top of the sensitive receptors (the senior citizens facility, preschool playground and the 
residential units in which numerous senior citizens and children live (the outdoor area on the 6th floor overlooks the so 
called Jut out area with the fully matured trees that would be taken out – have been underestimated .   – the definition 
of the so called mitigation measures regarding the removal of the trees are non specific and defer the identification of 
the mitigation to a later date – impermissible under CEQA and probably NEPA.  I would provide more comments but did 
not see this document until this last weekend after someone mentioned it to me and I looked it up.   I do not believe 
there has been adequate analysis of whether leaving the “Jut Outs (ie the trees and wide sidewalk areas) would in any 
way slow down the buses.  I believe what really delays traffic on Wilshire in the morning is the pedestrian traffic crossing 
on the north east side of Wilshire crossing Westwood to the north west side.  The pedestrians walk  ‐‐ blocking cars and 
buses from turning right for almost the entire light, backing up the whole right lane.  Either a traffic officer stationed at 
the intersection, or a prefabricated pedestrian bridge across Westwood on the north east to west side would cure this 
problem while allowing the treet to stay in place.  Please look into the pedestrian bridge concept.   Finally, I note, as 
statedin Sprint v. City of Palos Verdes, 583 F.3d 716 (2009)  public use of the right of way is not limited to travel.  It is a 
widely accepted principal of urban planning that streets may be employed to serve important social, expressive and 
aesthetic functions.  Please, leave our trees alone.        
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 132 
Tracy, Suzanne 

Response to Comment No. 132-1 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 
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Format

email

Date

Jul 6, 2010

Fname

Michaela

File Name

wagner.michaela.070610

Summary

Supports the project. Include Valencia to Park View.

Email AddressLName

Wagner

Org

Comment

1. I support the findings of the draft EIR. A bus-only lane is a sensible way of using the roads.
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia 
to Parkview St. segments in the project where the
Westlake/Alvarado community resides.
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project. And to consider a Vermont temporary bus-only lane for rush 
hours. Since the transit fares are more expensive, the price
should reflect a better service.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 133 
Wagner, Michaela 

Response to Comment No. 133-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

846



Marcelo, Madonna

To: John Woodall
Subject: RE: Proposed Wilshire bus lane

From: John Woodall [mailto:jrwoodall@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 2:49 PM 
To: WilshireBRT 
Subject: Proposed Wilshire bus lane 
 

To Whom It May Concern, 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  I have attended and spoken at 
previous public forums.  My opinion remains the same.  I do NOT support the Wilshire Bus 
Rapid Transit Project or any alternative projects which include the removal of the jut‐outs and 
which create peak period bus‐only lanes in Westwood from Comstock Ave. to Glendon Ave. 
I support a NO PROJECT alternative between Comstock Ave. and Glendon Ave. for the 
following reasons: 
 

• There is currently no traffic delay during peak hours between Comstock and Glendon along the residential mile.
• There is no justification for the assumption that the number of people moved will increase because buses will go 

faster.     
• The removal of parking spaces on Wilshire (almost 100) and loss of delivery access to high‐rise residential during 

peak hours will cause severe problems for residents, schools, churches, synagogues, and businesses.  Labeling 
such as a “social issue” in no way diminishes the severity of the adverse impact. 

• The removal of mature trees will cause significant impacts on quality of life and air quality, and will decrease 
natural barriers to traffic noise. 

• Increased noise and vibration impacts will occur from buses running closer to residential highrises. 
• Cut‐thru traffic in the single family neighborhoods to the north and south will reduce quality of life and create 

safety issues. 
• Seven significantly impacted intersections in our community cannot be mitigated and likely will be worsened.  

The inability to mitigate a currently severely impacted intersection does not justify further worsening of the 
impact. 

• Traffic delays for automobiles will increase substantially on Wilshire between Comstock and Glendon if 2 lanes 
are removed in order to make them bus‐only lanes.  Traffic will idle and gridlock will occur in areas where 
currently these problems do not exist. 

• The only improvement this segment of Wilshire needs is resurfacing.  
• With 2 lanes eliminated during AM and PM rush hours, two of the three bus lines (720 & 920) will be squeezed 

into mixed‐flow lanes, thus adding to increased congestion for autos.  
• The removal of the jut outs will now place a high speed bus lane immediately adjacent to a preschool play yard.  

The EIR was negligent in noting and mentioning this fact 
 
The proposed project and Alternatives A & B all have stretches of Wilshire which do NOT 
include bus‐only lanes.  I support the exclusion of bus‐only lanes on the stretch of Wilshire 
between Comstock and Glendon. 
 

—John R Woodall 
 
The Rev.  John R. Woodall 
Sr. Pastor, Westwood United Methodist Church 
Registrar Conference Board of Ordained Ministry 
ph. 310.474.4511  
10497 Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90024 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 134 
Woodall, John 

Response to Comment No. 134-1 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue and Master Response No. 8 
regarding the exclusion of the segment between Comstock Avenue and 
Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.  In consideration of comments 
and direction received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and 
as a direct response to Westwood area residents, LACMTA staff are now 
considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are recommending adoption of this 
alternative to the LACMTA Board.  Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of 
Alternative A as it would involve implementation of the same components, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 134-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of 
riders from automobiles to public transit. 

Response to Comment No. 134-3 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking. 

Response to Comment No. 134-4 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 

Response to Comment No. 134-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 18 regarding noise and vibration impacts 
from buses running closer to residential structures. 

Response to Comment No. 134-6 

Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in 
adjacent residential areas. 

Response to Comment No. 134-7 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA identify nine of the 74 study intersections at 
which the proposed project and Alternative A would each have significant 
impacts that cannot be mitigated.  There are not seven significantly impacted 
intersections between Glendon and Comstock Avenues.  The increase in 
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vehicle delay at each of the intersections is identified in the Draft EIR/EA and 
the TIA. 

Response to Comment No. 134-8 

The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA identified nine of the 74 study intersection at 
which the proposed project and Alternative A would have significant impacts 
that cannot be mitigated.  None of these nine intersections include 
intersections between Comstock Avenue and Glendon Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 134-9 

The comment has been noted. 

Response to Comment No. 134-10 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.  
As noted in the response, Metro Lines 720 and 920 would travel primarily in 
the bus lanes and would use the remaining lanes only as needed to pass a bus 
or other vehicle in the bus lanes. 

Response to Comment No. 134-11 

Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds 
on churches and schools. 

Response to Comment No. 134-12 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted. and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  However, in 
consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to this comment, 
LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement to Alternative A (i.e., 
Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative A-1 would involve 
implementation of the same components as Alternative A, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

From: Woodsin Joseph [woodycycle@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 8:35 PM
To: WilshireBRT
Subject: bus bike lane on wilshire

the bus/bike lane on Wilshire is a very important step in reducing the trafic problems as well as polution 
problems in LA.  For years the DOT has added lane after lane, more highways and freeways and the trafic 
congestion continues to worsen.  This is because if it is built people will us it and the more car centered 
infrastructure that is built the more practical the car is.  If a lane is dedicated to the bus and it reduce the trafic 
problems and increase the practicality of using the bus.  Lets work thogether to make bus and bike a convienient 
and quick as cars!   Thanks Woodsin Joseph.  
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 135 
Woodsin, Joseph 

Response to Comment No. 135-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Bicycles would be allowed to operate in the bus lanes. 

852



Marcelo, Madonna

To: Litvak, Jody Feerst
Subject: RE: Protesting Plan for dedicated bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard 

From: Clark, Irene L [mailto:irene.clark@csun.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 9:54 PM 
To: WilshireBRT 
Cc: jreichmann@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: Protesting Plan for dedicated bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard  
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This letter is to protest the plan to create dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard during 
rush hour from Comstock Avenue to Glendon Avenue. Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch 
right now, and a dedicated bus lane would allow for greater speeds, endangering cyclists and 
pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go to Holmby Park, synagogues and churches. Even now, when 
my husband and I walk, we are often concerned about being hit by a bus that could potentially 
swerve into our path. Moreover, the narrowing of car lanes would create backups from Beverly 
Hills to Comstock, resulting in more pollution from cars sitting in traffic. 
 
Α 2001 study indicates that there is no slowing of traffic in this area, so there is no 
reason for these lanes to be created.  I therefore urge the City Council to consider the 
safety of residents living both north and south of Wilshire boulevard, as well as the 
potential environmental impact of such a policy. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Irene Clark 
 
Irene L. Clark Ph.d. 
Professor of English  
Director of the Composition Program 
California State University, Northridge 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 136 
Clark, Irene 

Response to Comment No. 136-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. in consideration of comments and direction 
received at the LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct 
response to this comment, LACMTA staff are now considering a refinement 
to Alternative A (i.e., Alternative A-1) as the preferred alternative.  Alternative 
A-1 would involve implementation of the same components as Alternative A, 
with the exception of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby 
Avenue and no reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western 
border of the City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 136-2 

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between 
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue. 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Marcelo, Madonna

To: Litvak, Jody Feerst
Subject: RE: Proposed Wilshire BRT project

From: Eric Lew [mailto:lew.eric@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 9:04 AM 
To: WilshireBRT 
Subject: Proposed Wilshire BRT project 

I wanted to express my support for the porposed Wilshire BRT project, especially creating express bus lanes along 
Wilshire Blvd.  As a public transit commuter traveling from downtown LA (residence) to UCLA (my place of employment) 
I find it encouraging to know that the Metro transit agency is considering improving the Wilshire corridor bus route with 
proposed peak period bus lanes.  I fully support this proposal. 
 
Unfortunately I am also disheartened to learn that Metro is considering the elimination of the Rapid 920 bus route also 
along the Wilshire corridor by December 2010.  
http://www.metro.net/around/proposed‐changes‐metro‐bus‐service/ 
This is the primary Wilshire bus route that I take to commute from my place of residence in downtown LA to 
UCLA.  As the downtown LA area is becoming more attractive to new residence it is essential that Metro has 
viable and fast commute routes to the westside of LA.  This will provide much needed improvements to the 
downtown area with new residence developments and services to support these residents. I have taken the Rapid 
720 bus as an alternative at times and it adds a substantial amount of time to my commute (20-30 minutes each 
direction).  From my experience the 920 has high ridership in the morning (around 7am - Wilshire/Vermont) 
and afternoon (around 5:30pm - Whilshire/Westwood).  From my experience and desire to maintain a 
reasonable commute time (from 1 hour to 1 hour 15 minutes) I do not support the elimination of the Rapid 920 
bus route. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Lew 
310-405-2879 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 137 
Lew, Eric 

Response to Comment No. 137-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 137-2 

The proposed project does not involve any changes to the bus service or 
operation.  The primary goal of the proposed project is to improve bus 
passenger travel times and bus service reliability by allowing buses to travel in 
dedicated peak-period bus lanes for the majority of the alignment.  The 
commenter is encouraged to contact a Metro Passenger Relations 
Representative at (213) 922-6235 or (800) 464-2111 or by e-mail at 
customerRelations@metro.net for questions/suggestions regarding the 
current bus service. 
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Marcelo, Madonna
From: Litvak, Jody Feerst [Litvakj@metro.net]
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2010 1:25 PM
To: Ginny Brideau; 'Christian Rodarte'
Cc: Butler, Martha; Richmai, Michael; McAllester, Bradford; Marcelo, Madonna; 'Steven B. Greene'
Subject: FW: [Metro.net] customer comment

  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: feedback@metro.net [mailto:feedback@metro.net]  
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2010 11:43 AM 
To: WilshireBRT 
Subject: [Metro.net] customer comment 
 
Comment from 
 
First Name: Wesley 
Last Name:  Pitts 
Email:      wgp@me.com 
Phone:       
URL:         
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE DO NOT DO THIS! As a Hollywood area resident who commutes to 
Wilshire/Bundy every day for the last 13 years, I have lived through the bus lane fiasco once 
already. I have no real options for getting home other than headed east on Wilshire. 
Eastbound on Wilshire is terrible as it is, with all three lanes available to all traffic. It 
is not uncommon to spend 30 minutes to drive the mile and a half to get past the 405. The 
last time this bus lane was tested it made traffic so much worse. Moving east/west from West 
LA to mid city is tough enough without losing 33% capacity. Please do not dedicated a lane to 
busses only. On a related note, the signal at San Vicente/Wilshire/Veteran needs to be 
studied. Too little time is given to Wilshire and too much time to San Vicente left turns. 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 138 
Pitts, Wesley 

Response to Comment No. 138-1 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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Oral Testimony at the Public Hearings 
The transcript for each of the public hearings are provided in this section.  
Similar to the format for the written comments, each transcript is identified 
by a number, and each relevant comment is also assigned a number.  The 
responses to each of these comments follow the transcript and are numbered 
correspondingly (i.e., response to the first comment in Public Hearing No. 1 
is numbered Response to Comment No. PH1-1, response to the second 
comment in Public Hearing No. 1 is Response to Comment No. PH1-2, etc.). 
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PUBLIC HEARING NO. 1 
June 21, 2010 - Westwood Presbyterian Church 

Response to Comment No. PH1-1 

Buses are scheduled on every corridor, including Wilshire Boulevard, to meet 
passenger demand.  The implementation of bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 
would not only help reduce passenger travel times, but, most importantly, the 
improved travel times would remain relatively constant over time due to the 
separation of the bus lanes from mixed-flow traffic.  LACMTA believes this 
would help with the overcrowdings since there would be less bus bunching 
and passenger loads more evenly distributed.  These improved travel times 
and consistencies would allow for improved operating efficiency, including 
better wheelchair accommodation, and the ability to provide more trips 
without the need to increase the existing fleet size.  There are currently no 
plans to purchase new buses specifically for the Wilshire corridor at this time.  
The commenter is encouraged to contact a Metro Passenger Relations 
Representative at (213) 922-6235 or (800) 464-2111 or by e-mail at 
customerRelations@metro.net for questions/suggestions regarding the 
current bus service. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-2 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-3 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-4 

This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.  
Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue, Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking, and 
Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment between 
Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.  It should 
be noted that in consideration of comments and direction received at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to 
Westwood area residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 
(Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock 
Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, 
LACMTA staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as 
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it would involve implementation of the same components, with the exception 
of no bus lanes between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no 
reconstruction/resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the 
City of Beverly Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-5 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees, 
Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds on churches 
and schools, and Master Response No. 18 regarding noise and vibration 
impacts from buses running closer to residential structures. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-6 

The commenter’s opposition to the project has been noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-7 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-8 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-9 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how study 
intersections on these streets were identified, Master Response No. 10 
regarding the anticipated shift of riders from automobiles to public transit 
and the public benefit, and Master Response No. 8 regarding the delays in 
both directions. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-10 

With respect to the question regarding peak commute times, the Draft 
EIR/EA states on page 4.1-15 that “...drivers respond to changes in speed and 
capacity of the roadway network.  If a roadway’s capacity is reduced, as is the 
case along Wilshire Boulevard, traffic will divert to other routes that may offer 
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faster travel times...”  Air quality impacts, including impacts in the Sepulveda 
Boulevard to Comstock Avenue area, were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA 
consistent with SCAQMD prescribed evaluation criteria.  Impacts were found 
to be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-11 

The commenter’s opposition to the project has been noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT staff are considering considered Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los 
Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  
This alternative would result in the retention of the jut-outs.  However, at the 
LACMTA Board Meeting on December 9, 2010, the Board directed staff to 
study an additional alternative that would reduce the length of the bus lanes 
by one mile between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue within the 
Westwood Community Plan Area.  Consequently, LACMTA staff are now 
considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated Project with Reduced Length Bus 
Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue) as the preferred 
alternative and are recommending adoption of this alternative to the 
LACMTA Board.  This alternative considered a refinement to Alternative A 
and would be the same as Alternative A, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-12 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-13 

Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm 
Avenue and Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.  
In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 
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Response to Comment No. PH1-14 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-15 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-16 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-17 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project 
and Master Response No. 16 regarding the traffic flow from Beverly Hills.  In 
consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-18 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-19 

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how study 
intersections on these streets were identified. 
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Response to Comment No. PH1-20 

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the 
proposed project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-21 

Based on the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 
2000, bus travel times were reduced by an average of 29% and transit 
ridership increased by almost 40%.  A passenger survey conducted following 
the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid indicated that one-
third of the ridership increase was from those new to public transit.  In 
consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft 
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT staff considered are considering Alternative A 
(Truncated Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative.  
Accordingly, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending and 
recommended adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board, the Los 
Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  In 
consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue.  Currently, it takes approximately 48 to 52 
minutes on Metro Rapid Line 720 to travel along Wilshire Boulevard between 
Park View Street and Centinela Avenue during the a.m. peak hours.  It takes 
approximately 48 to 65 minutes during the p.m. peak hours.  Not only would 
the bus lanes help improve bus travel times but, more importantly, service 
reliability would be improved as well since travel times would remain 
relatively constant over time due to the bus lane’s separation from mixed-flow 
traffic.  Accordingly, one-way bus travel times are expected to improve by up 
to 15 minutes on Metro Rapid service alone.  The bus lanes would also 
benefit Local Line 20, which operates 29% slower (on average) than the Metro 
Rapid Line 720 during peak hours.  Based on the speed improvements 
experienced with the Metro Rapid Program to date, one-way bus passenger 
travel times are expected to improve by up to 15 minutes on Metro Rapid 
service alone. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-22 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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Response to Comment No. PH1-23 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project, 
Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in adjacent residential 
areas, Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety, and Master 
Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds on churches and 
schools. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-24 

Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-25 

Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment 
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project. 
In consideration of comments and direction received at the LACMTA Board 
Meeting in December 2010, and as a direct response to Westwood area 
residents, LACMTA staff are now considering Alternative A-1 (Truncated 
Project with Reduced Length Bus Lanes Between Comstock Avenue and 
Selby Avenue) as the preferred alternative.  Accordingly, LACMTA staff are 
recommending adoption of this alternative to the LACMTA Board.  
Alternative A-1 represents a refinement of Alternative A as it would involve 
implementation of the same components, with the exception of no bus lanes 
between Comstock Avenue and Selby Avenue and no reconstruction/ 
resurfacing of curb lanes between the western border of the City of Beverly 
Hills and Westholme Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. PH1-26 

Any mitigation measure required to mitigate project impacts are included as 
part of the overall Wilshire BRT Project and project funding, a majority of 
which is federal dollars.  The mitigation measures identified in the Draft 
EIR/EA will be implemented prior to the opening of the bus lanes. 
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PUBLIC HEARING NO. 2 
June 22, 2010 - Good Samaritan Hospital 

Response to Comment No. PH2-1 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH2-2 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH2-3 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH2-4 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH2-5 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 
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Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH2-6 

This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of 
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and 
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. 

Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the 
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A. 

Response to Comment No. PH2-7 

This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 
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